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ABSTRACT
The Learning Transfer Questionnaire (LTQ) was developed as a comprehensive 
instrument to identify potential factors in the work environment that influence learning 
transfer (Holton & Bates, 1996). The purpose o f the study was to examine the construct 
validity of the LTQ by focusing on convergent and divergent validity. Specific objectives 
included: to identify a set of theoretically-based, psychometrically-valid measures which 
could be used the examine the convergent and divergent validity; and, utilizing 
correlation analysis, to examine the associations between the 16 LTQ factors and the 
identified measures.
Scales from seventeen measurement instruments were utilized as comparison 
measures to correlate with 14 of the 16 LTQ factors. Because many studies on transfer 
research have not used psychometricaUy valid measurements, two sets of criteria were 
utilized to identify appropriate measures. The first set of criteria included elements of 
relatedness, purpose, and appropriateness. Then, psychometric quality of the 
instruments was assessed using Robinson, Shaver & Wrightman's (1991) criteria. 
Utilizing this criteria, 14 o f the measures received the second highest rating, extensive; 
two of the instruments were in the third category, moderate, although on the high side; 
and one of the instruments used in this study was in the low moderate range. Two- 
hundred four training participants from the United States Postal Service were 
administered the LTQ and the comparison measures. The PAN AS (Watson, Clark, & 
Tellegen, 1988) was used to control for possible mood shift between the beginning and 
end of the training session.
x
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The results o f the correlation analysis in this study suggested divergent validity 
for the LTQ. The LTQ consists of 11 training specific factors (nine were used in this 
study) and five general factors. This study suggested degrees o f divergence for all 
training specific factors. Only two of the ten comparison measures identified for the 
general factors suggested low to moderate degrees of convergent validity. While the 
LTQ factors exhibited some association with many measures, almost all were of low 
magnitude. It appears that the LTQ measures largely unique learning transfer constructs 
with numerous opportunities to enhance transfer research and practice. Suggestions for 
additional validation studies are offered.
xi
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
Training is a major human resources intervention used to create and help manage 
change in organizations. Goldstein (1993) defines training as “the systematic acquisition 
of skills, rules, concepts, or attitudes that result in improved performance in another 
environment” (p.3). Business and industry uses training programs to change the 
behavior, knowledge and attitude of employees (Goldstein, 1993; Kraiger, Ford, & 
Salas, 1993). Improved employee performance on the job is evidenced by cost 
reductions, improved efficiency and increases in the quantity and quality of desired 
outcomes for the organization.
Organizations invest large amounts o f financial resources in training activities 
aimed at improving employee job performance. It is estimated that U.S. organizations 
expend $200 - 400 billion annually for formal training, informal on-the-job training and 
related indirect cost (Broad & Newstrom, 1992). In 1997, training budgets for 
American organizations with 100 or more employees were estimated at 58.6 billion 
dollars for formal training alone (Lakewood Research, 1997). Very little, o f those 
expenditures, less than 15% by some estimates, are projected to pay off in performance 
improvements on the job (Garavaglia, 1993; Noe, 1986). This low projected return on 
investment, coupled with the rapidly changing demographic characteristics of today's 
workforce and the escalating competition in the global marketplace are increasing the 
need for more effective training and performance outcome systems (Goldstein & Gilliam, 
1990; Rummler & Brache, 1995).
1
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Human Resource Development (HRD) researchers and practitioners are 
challenged more than ever to prove and document the beneficial impact of training 
interventions on the bottom line of the organization. The challenge for HRD 
professionals is two-fold: 1) to make sure that the performance-related learning 
(knowledge, skills, abilities and attitudes) actually takes place in the training setting, and 
2) to ensure that the new learning is transferred and demonstrated on the job.
Today's organizations have evolved into highly complex systems. Work teams 
are rapidly replacing individual employees as the basic unit o f performance, the work 
flow is increasingly cross-functional, and core job responsibilities are changing frequently 
to meet needed demands (Quinones, Ford, Sego, & Smith, 1995). O rg an isa tiona l 
leaders realize that they must prepare employees for the new knowledge era in which 
they must perform their jobs effectively.
Background of the Study 
Baldwin & Ford (1988) conducted an extensive review of training transfer 
literature and found the research to be limited and problematic. This was especially the 
case with regard to variables that affect learning transfer to the work environment. The 
research appeared to demonstrate a lack o f attention to clearly conceptualized and 
operationalized work environment factors such as learning transfer climate.
Research studies have been conducted using measures ranging from single item 
scales to measure a specific factor thought to influence transfer o f training, to multi-scale 
factors aimed at measuring situation-specific transfer (Holton, Bates, Ruona, & 
Leimbach, 1998). For example, some research has been done to examine such factors 
as: work design, supervision, and peer support (Xiao, 1996), management attitudes and
2
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climate for participation (Tesluk, Farr, Mathieu, & Vance, 1995), climate and continuous 
learning culture (Tracey, Tannenbaum, & Kavanagh, 1995), and perceived support and 
locus of control (Tzimer, Haccoun, & Kadish, 1991). Much less research has been done 
to establish a comprehensive set of factors that either enhance or inhibit employee 
performance on the job after learning (Schwab, Rynes, & Aldurg, 1987).
Organizational environment factors affect the transfer of learning to the job 
through the transfer dimate (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Holton, Bates, & Leimbach, 1997). 
Transfer of training climate refers to the degree to which factors in the workplace limit 
or augment an individual's application o f learning in training to the job situation (Baldwin 
& Ford, 1988; Holton, 1996; Noe, 1986; Roullier & Goldstein, 1993; Tracey et al., 
1995). Mathieu, Tannenbaum, & Salas (1992) indicated that even when learning occurs 
in training, the transfer climate could either support or inhibit application of learning to 
the job. Transfer climate is vital to an employee’s ability to transfer learning to job 
performance (Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993; Tracey et al., 1995; Xiao, 1996.
Kraiger et al. (1993) indicated that evaluation research is conducted to answer 
two questions; whether training objectives were achieved (learning issues) and whether 
accomplishment of those objectives results in enhanced performance on the job (transfer 
issues). Studies have been conducted investigating methods for determining the amount 
of learning that takes place in a training setting (Bunker & Cohen, 1977; Phillips, 1991). 
Most of the research on training effectiveness has focused on factors within a training 
program context, such as training content, training design, trainee reaction, and learning 
measures (Tracey et al., 1995). Rouiller & Goldstein (1993) stated that "in nearly all 
studies of training outcomes, the emphasis has been on identifying and examining the
3
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characteristics o f training programs and individual learners” (p. 377). A more 
comprehensive conceptual framework of learning transfer performance and effectiveness 
can be developed and tested by considering factors outside o f the formal training context 
(Tracey et al., 1995).
The successful transfer of training content to the job in the form of acquired 
knowledge, skills, behaviors and attitudes is a critical issue for HRD practitioners and 
researchers (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Ford, Quinones, Sego, & Sorra, 1992). Little 
empirical research has been conducted to holistically assess the impact of training on the 
bottom line o f organizations (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Clark, Dobbins, & Ladd, 1993; 
Holton et al., 1998; Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993; Tannenbaum & Yulk, 1992; Tracey et 
al., 1995). Thus, greater emphasis has been placed on training evaluation research.
A key factor in evaluating learning transfer related to performance outcomes is 
the measurement instrument. Theoretically based and psychometrically sound 
instruments that demonstrate adequate construct validity are needed. Nunnally and 
Bernstein (1994) indicated that the development of measurement instruments must be 
based on theory that consists of a measurement component and a structural component. 
The structural and measurement components of theory refer to the definitions o f 
constructs and their interrelationships. Robinson, Shaver, and Wrightsman (1991) stated 
that psychometric criteria include representative sampling, presentation of normative 
data, reliability (both test-retest reliability and internal consistency), and validity (both 
convergent and divergent).
Ford and Weissbein (1997) conducted a review of empirical literature on transfer 
of training, updating the Baldwin and Ford (1988) study. Three studies were identified
4
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as examples o f advances in the transfer of training and work environment research. 
Brinkerhoff and Montesino (1995) studied the influence o f managerial support 
interventions. Pre-training expectation discussions and post-training follow-up 
discussions had a significant effect on training transfer. The study supported the use of 
these intervention strategies to improve training transfer.
Rouiller and Goldstein (1993) developed an extensive survey based on social 
learning theory. The empirical study assessed the relationship between transfer climate 
and post-training behavior. The authors suggested that the study gets researchers 
beyond thinking o f training transfer as a single process and provides practitioners with 
avenues for changing dysfunctional workplace climate (Tracey et al., 1995; Ford & 
Weissbein, 1997).
Ford et al. (1992) studied the opportunity to perform trained technical tasks on 
the job to better understand transfer o f training. They found “support for the multi­
dimensional nature of opportunity and found that trainee characteristics (e.g., self- 
efficacy) and work environment characteristics (e.g., supervisory support) were critical 
factors impacting the opportunity trainees received to perform trained tasks on the job” 
(Ford & Weissbein, 1997, p. 33).
The Ford and Weissbein (1997) study also indicated a continuing problem with 
instrumentation in transfer research. Nine of the studies identified used a survey design 
(Facteau, Dobbins, Russell, Ladd, & Kudisch, 1995; Ford et al., 1992; Quinones et al., 
1995; Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993; Tesluk et al., 1995; Tracey et al., 1995; Warr & 
Bunce, 1995; Xiao, 1996) which could be considered comparable to this study. Each of 
the nine studies created new and customized measures or scales for the study. The
5
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development of a generalized set o f transfer factors “would facilitate cross-study 
comparison and eliminate the redundancy of instrument development” (Holton, Bates, & 
Ruona, 1998, p. 6).
Holton et al. (1998) indicated that "without minimally validated measures, the 
chance for substantive mis-specification o f models, mis-interpretation of findings, and 
measurement error is significantly increased" (p. 6). The lack o f a comprehensive set of 
factors to measure learning transfer climate, which are generalizable to a wide variety o f 
organizations and employees, is an issue that research should address.
In 1996, Holton and Bates developed the Learning Transfer Questionnaire (LTQ) 
as a generalized transfer climate instrument that could be used across a wide variety o f 
organizations, training programs, and employees. The LTQ is based on evaluation 
theory and was developed by “examining relationships and constructs from previous 
empirical research in a grounded theory building approach” (Holton, 1996, p. 7). The 
LTQ identifies potential factors that either enhance or inhibit transfer of training to the 
work environment. Factor analysis was used to identify latent constructs from the item 
pool.
The next logical step in the validation process would be the establishment o f the 
convergent and divergent validity of the LTQ. Convergence and divergence are required 
for construct validity (Campbell & Fiske, 19S9). "If two or more measures are true 
indicators o f a construct, then they should necessarily be highly correlated. Measures of 
different concepts should share little common variance, and too high a co-variation casts 
doubt on the uniqueness of the measures and/or the concept" (Bagozzi & Phillips, 1982, 
p. 469).
6
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Construct validation demonstrates that research instruments measure what they 
purport to measure. There are three major aspects of construct validation. First, 
researchers should specify the domain of observables related to the construct. From 
empirical research, identify other constructs that appear to be related to the construct of 
interest in the study (e.g., learning transfer climate). Second, determine the extent to 
which observables (identified constructs) tend to measure the same thing, several 
different things, or many different things from empirical research and statistical analysis. 
Third, researchers should perform subsequent studies and/or experiments to determine 
the extent to which supposed measures o f constructs are consistent with best guesses 
about the construct (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Researchers “often develop a 
particular measure of a construct, skip aspects one and two and move directly to three 
and try to find interesting relations between their measure and measures of other 
constructs” (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994, p. 87). The authors o f the LTQ addressed 
aspects one and two by identifying and examining potential factors that impact transfer 
learning climate. This study addresses aspect three by examining convergent and 
divergent validity of the LTQ.
A Statement of the Problem 
An important issue for HRD research is the development of comprehensive, 
theoretical and psychometrically sound measurement instruments to assess learning 
transfer climate. Such measures would enable HRD researchers and professionals to 
more accurately identify factors which enhance or inhibit learning transfer in 
organizations; provide the necessary framework to more definitively answer questions 
about the nature of learning transfer, and, enable HRD professionals to understand
7
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and reliably identify the causes of training success or failure in organizations (Holton, 
Bates, & Seyler, 1996; Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993; Tracey et al., 1995; Xiao, 1996).
The Learning Transfer Questionnaire was developed as a comprehensive 
instrument for measuring the learning transfer constructs. The LTQ examines potential 
factors of training transfer including, learning, individual performance, organizational 
performance, motivation, environmental elements, and ability. The instrument 
developmental studies included participants from a wide variety o f organizations. The 
LTQ is based in training evaluation theory and has been found to be psychometrically 
sound using factor analysis thus far in its development. However, the instrument has 
had only limited construct validation because it is a new instrument. Additional research 
is needed to further validate the 16 constructs defined in the instrument.
Purpose of the Study 
The Learning Transfer Questionnaire was developed as a valid and generalizable 
set of learning transfer climate scales that could be used across a wide variety of 
organizations, employees and training programs. The purpose o f this study is to 
investigate the convergent and divergent validity of the Learning Transfer Questionnaire.
Research Questions 
The research questions developed for this study are as follows:
1. What are the theoretically-based, psychometrically-valid, comparison 
measures (instruments, scales and sub-scales) for the factors in the 
nomological network of the LTQ which can be used to examine the 
convergent and divergent validity of the LTQ?
8
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2. What are the convergent and divergent associations between the LTQ sub ­
scales and the comparison constructs and measures identified in question 
one?
Key Terms
The following definitions are provided as a precursor for the readers of this
study.
Construct: The extent to which a variable is abstract and latent rather than concrete or 
observable (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).
Construct Validity: Evidence focusing primarily on the test score as a measure o f the 
characteristic o f interest (The Standard of Educational and Psychological Testing, APA, 
1985).
Convergent Validity: The extent to which evidence comes together to indicate the 
degree o f validity o f a measure (Campbell & Fiske, 1959).
Divergent Validity: Evidence that a measure is not assessing something it is not suppose 
to assess (Campbell & Fiske, 1959).
Nomological Network: The theoretical framework for the construct of interest, an 
empirical framework for how the construct will be measured, and specification of the 
linkage between the two frameworks (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955).
Nomological Validity: The degree to which predictions from a formal theoretical 
network containing the concept under scrutiny is confirmed (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955).
Psychometric Theory: Describes measurement and statistics in science (Nunnally & 
Bernstein, 1994).
9
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW
The following review of literature is divided into four sections. Section one 
provides an overview of transfer o f training research. Section two provides a conceptual 
framework and definitions relevant to validation research. Section three describes 
strategies for studying the construct validity of measurement instruments. Section four 
provides a review of the background and development o f the Learning Transfer 
Questionnaire.
Overview: Transfer of Training
Training in organizations consist of “instructional experiences, primarily by 
employers for employees, designed to develop new skills and knowledge that are 
expected to be applied immediately upon arrival or return to the job” (Broad & 
Newstrom, 1992, p. 6). American organizations with 100 or more employees spend an 
estimated 58.6 billion dollars for formal training alone (Lakewood Research, 1997). 
Yet, less than 15% by some estimates are projected to pay off in improved organizational 
outcomes (Garavaglia, 1993; Noe, 1986). Some of the reasons for such low return on 
investment were identified in survey data gathered by the Connecticut Employment 
Services Capacity Building Project (Hastings, 1995). The results o f the survey indicate 
that training was often offered as an isolated event as opposed to being a part o f a 
systematic strategic training program for the organization. As a result of the survey, 
Hastings (1995) determined that the reasons for such limited use of training were: a) 
because it was not always preceded by a needs assessment, b) training was not always
10
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designed to correct specific skill deficiencies, and c) that training was not routinely 
evaluated to determine improvements in individual and organizational performance 
resulting from the training. With expanding global markets, changes in workforce 
demographics and rapidly changing technology, organizations are challenged more than 
ever to become more competitive. An investment in human capital in organizations 
remains a key strategy for success, even survival.
Campbell (1971) stated that “by and large, the training and development literature 
is voluminous, non-empirical, non-theoretical, poorly written, and dull” (p. 565). He 
also made recommendations for the training and development field: “1) A shift in focus 
from training techniques to revisiting the key issue o f ‘what is being learned; 2) 
Theoretical models need to be developed to predict when and why certain types o f 
training activities would lead to greater skill acquisition, retention and transfer; 3) The 
training field needs empirical studies that took a systematic approach to the interaction o f 
training and other organizational functions” (p. 566). Interest in the trailing and 
development issues of “learning and organizational effectiveness had led to extremes 
ranging from basic research on learning simple tasks to complex, large-scale 
organizational development activities” (Ford, Kozlowski, Kraiger, Salas, & Teachout, 
1997, p. 5). However, a theoretically based and empirically sound framework is needed 
to specify the contextual influences on transfer (e.g., situational constraints, motivation, 
learning and behavioral changes). Training “transfer is a core issue with respect to 
linking individual change to the requirements of the organizational system” (Ford et al., 
1997, p. 255).
11
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Transfer of training is defined as the degree to which employees effectively apply 
knowledge, skills, behaviors, and attitudes gained in a training context to the job 
(Holton, 1996; Newstrom, 1984; Wexley & Lathan, 1981). There is a continuing 
recognition o f the transfer problem in organizational training since much of the training 
does not translate into improved performance on the job (Ford & Weissbein, 1997).
Transfer of training “depends on interactions between trainee characteristics and 
work environment” (Ford et al., 1997, p. 257). In 1988, Baldwin & Ford conducted a 
comprehensive review o f transfer literature and identified three sets of factors that 
influence transfer of training: training inputs (training design, trainee characteristics and 
work environment); training outputs (learning and retention); and, conditions of transfer 
(generalization and maintenance of training). Baldwin and Ford (1988) suggested four 
categories of factors that influence or facilitate transfer. Trainee characteristics such as 
ability, personality, and motivation were considered to influence transfer. Training 
design factors include the identical element theory (the training setting and work setting 
are identical); general principles (trainees are taught the general rules that underlie the 
content as well as applicable skills), and stimulus variability (a variety of examples o f a 
concept to be learned are provided). Work environment factors such as supervisor 
support, goal setting, and organizational commitment were also considered to influence 
transfer. This study focuses on the training input factor in general, and work 
environment factors specifically.
Problems with research studies examining work environment factors and transfer 
are due in part to “the static nature o f the research in relation to the dynamic nature of 
the transfer process” (Baldwin & Ford, 1988, p. 85). Key work environment factors
12
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should be identified and operationalized. For example, supervisor support is purported 
to be an important aspect of transfer but there has been limited research to examine and 
understand the supervisory behavior that leads to perception of support by trainees 
(Baldwin & Ford, 1988).
“Transfer climate is a tool that should be investigated as a potential facilitator for 
enhancing positive transfer of training to the work environment’' (Rouiller & Goldstein, 
1993, p. 377). Instead of focusing on elements of transfer climate that impact training 
transfer, many “HRD practitioners have emphasized and developed sophisticated 
delivery devices at the expense of the critical connection between the training site and 
the work environment” (Brinkerhoff & Montesino, 1995, p. 264). Baldwin & Ford 
(1988) and Tannenbaum & Yukl (1992) noted the importance of differing organizational 
climates but found few empirical efforts and little understanding of what constitutes an 
organizational climate.
Brinkerhoff and Montesino (1995) indicated that many factors within the work 
environment operate to enhance or inhibit transfer. For example, factors identified in 
prior research are a crisis work atmosphere (Huczynski & Lewis, 1980) and 
unpredictability of the work environment (Marx, 1986). More recent studies include 
work design (Xiao, 1996), supervisor support (Brinkerhoff & Montesino, 1995), peer 
support, and task constraints (Facteau et al., 1995) and self-efficacy (Ford et al., 1992). 
Additionally, research conducted at the Connecticut Department of Labor in 1995 
determined, in part, that differences in manager behavior, managers’ goals, commitment 
of work groups, and performance anxiety of employees must also be managed to attain 
consistent use of trained skills in the work environment (Hastings, 1995).
13
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Researchers have recognized the necessity o f building comprehensive integrated 
models o f the transfer process in order to fully understand and validly identify variables 
that influence training success or failure (Holton, 1996; Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993; 
Tracey et al., 1995; Xiao, 1996). The identification of key work environment variables 
and more rigorous designs to operationalize those variables is needed (Baldwin & Ford, 
1988).
Baldwin and Ford (1988) conducted an empirical review of transfer research. 
Although these authors found the empirical research on training transfer climate 
somewhat limited, seven studies were identified. The following overview of the studies 
identified by Baldwin & Ford (1988) focuses on the instrument development and 
validation process.
Baumgartel and Jeanpierre (1972) conducted an exploratory study to determine 
the factors that influenced any effort on the part of trained managers to apply or use new 
knowledge and skills gained in 17 management development programs. The outcome 
variable in the study was “adoptive effort” which measured the extent to which trained 
managers attempted to apply new learning back on the job. The study suggested that 
persons whose career aspirations are positively influenced by participation in 
management training were more likely to attempt to implement new learning than were 
others. Data were collected from a random sample of 240 managers in India. The 
questionnaire-interview instrument used in the study consisted of 148 fixed- response 
and open-ended questions. The instrument examined education, attitudes and/or 
perceptions o f the training program itself descriptions of technology and climate in the 
respondent’s organization, general attitudes and beliefs about training, job and
14
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demographic information, and self-ratings on a number o f psychological dimensions. An 
attempt at criterion validity involved administering a parallel research questionnaire to 33 
of the superiors of the respondents that asked, in part, how superiors viewed the benefit 
of the course to the respondents. The correlation coefficient (.28) for the superior- 
subordinate pairs indicated that “the measure o f adoptive effort had a very- modest 
amount of validity” (Baumgartel & Jeanpierre, 1972, p. 682). No instrument 
development procedures were reported. Two similar studies by Baumgartel and 
Associates were also included in the review.
Fleishman (19S3) conducted a study to examine the impact on performance by a 
leadership-training program for foremen. The multi-level (individual and group) analysis 
indicated that the on-the-job leadership climate was an important factor in the 
transference of behaviors and attitudes from leadership training programs to the job. 
Their sample consisted of 122 foremen, 60 supervisors of the foremen, and 394 
randomly selected workers from the foremen’s work groups in a motor truck plant. 
Three instruments were administered to the foremen: a 48-item “Foreman’s Leadership 
Opinion Questionnaire,” which described how the foreman thought he or she should lead 
their work group; a 40-item “Supervisor Behavior Description Questionnaire,” which 
described the leadership behavior toward the foremen of the foremen’s own bosses; and, 
a 40-item measure “What Your Boss Expects o f You,” which described how the 
foremen felt his/her own boss wanted him/her to lead the work group. Instruments 
administered to the foremen’s work group were: a 48-item “Foreman Behavior 
Description Questionnaire,” which described the leadership behavior of the foreman with 
his/her work group; and, a 40-item questionnaire “How You Expect an Ideal Foreman to
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Act,” which described a workers expectations regarding leadership behavior. Each 
foreman’s boss completed a 40-item “Leadership Opinion Questionnaire,” which 
described how the boss thinks he/she should lead the foremen under him/her. They also 
completed a 40 item “What You Expect o f Your Foremen Questionnaire,” which 
described how the boss wanted the foremen to lead. The instruments were developed for 
the study. Fleishman (1953) based the Supervisor Behavior Description Questionnaire on 
the previous research o f Hemphill (1950). The instrument validation process included 
factor analysis. No analysis to determine convergent and divergent validity was 
indicated.
Hand, Richards, and Slocum (1973) conducted a study of middle managers who 
had participated in a management development program to analyze changes in attitudes 
and behaviors that may have occurred over a nine month and eighteen month period after 
the training. The sample included 21 managers in an experimental group and 21 
managers in a control group. Their findings indicated that no change had occurred in the 
participants’ attitudes and behaviors after 90 days. It further indicated that significant 
changes were found in the attitude and sensitivity to self and others for managers in the 
experimental group after 18 months. Data were collected from subordinates o f members 
of the experimental group and the control group. The instrument used to measure 
climate was developed by Likert (1967) and consisted of seven organizational 
characteristics: leadership, motivation, communication, interaction, decision making, 
goal setting and control. Factor analysis was used in the instrument development 
process for this measure. The acceptance o f self and others questionnaire was developed 
for the study and was based on the previous research of Berger (1952). A scale to
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measure performance (e.g., technical knowledge, drive/aggressiveness, reliability, 
cooperation, and organization ability) was developed for the study. No instrument 
validation procedures were indicated for these measures. The study used the Leadership 
Opinion Questionnaire and the Supervisory Behavior Description Questionnaire. Both 
instruments were developed for use in a previous study (Fleishman, 1953) and factor 
analysis was used in the instrument validation process.
Huczynski and Lewis (1980) indicated that a key problem in evaluation research 
in studies of management course learning transfer “was that the courses for study were 
too complex and that the research designs and instruments were not sophisticated 
enough to cope with the variables” (p. 229). Therefore, they selected a specific 
management course (network analysis) that had only two objectives: to teach 
participants about network analysis and how to use it; and, to encourage them to apply it 
in their workplace. These objectives were measurable by testing the trainees and 
observing trainee performance. Their findings indicated that an individual’s motivation to 
transfer could be enhanced if (s)he is able to make decisions about participation in the 
program and is directly involved with other participants in the process. Management 
style and attitude of the trainee’s boss was found to be the single most important factor 
in management training transfer. The sample included one group composed of 17 
participants from a network analysis course run by Glasgow University and a second 
group of 32 participants from a large electronic company sponsoring the network 
analysis course. The two groups were divided based on whether they had attempted to 
transfer their learning (experimental group) or whether they had chosen not to transfer 
their learning (non-experimental group). Instrumentation included questionnaires that
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were developed for the study. The first questionnaire sought to determine how useful 
the individual participant thought the training would be in his or her job. The second 
questionnaire (administered at the end o f the training) sought participants opinion of 
their ability to use the techniques taught in training on the job. The third questionnaire 
sought to determine organizational factors that inhibited or encouraged the transfer of 
course learning. No instrument validation procedure was reported for the measures used 
in the study.
Miles (1965) conducted a study to  assess the contributions o f personality (i.e. 
ego strength and flexibility), organizational press (i.e. security, autonomy and control) 
and involvement in the training process during the training laboratory to explain on-the- 
job change. Their findings indicated that changes as a result of training seemed primarily 
associated with active participation and feedback in the training session. The sample 
included an experimental group and two control groups. Thirty-four elementary school 
principals were used in the experimental group; the control group was made up of 
participants nominated by the experimental group; and, a second control group of 148 
participants were drawn from the national directory of principals. Instrumentation 
included: 1) The Ohio State Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire, which 
measured initiating structure (task oriented behavior) and consideration (warm social- 
emotional behavior); 2) The Group Participation Scale, a peer nomination form, was 
used to measure counseling criterion; and, 3) An open-end perceived change measure, 
which combined the perceptions of participants and job associates. Three other criterion
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instruments were administered: a performance test, an anchored trainer rating, and a self­
perceived learning measure. No instrument development procedures were reported for 
the last four instruments.
The Baldwin and Ford (1988) review of the above studies indicated that some 
instrument validation procedures were used as early as 1953. Fleishman (1953) used 
measures developed for the study using factor analysis in the validation process. Hand, 
Richards, and Slocum (1973) used two measures that were developed by Fleishman 
(1953) and Likert (1967). Factor analysis was used in the development of those 
instruments. However, two studies (Baumgartel & Jeanpierre, 1972; Huczynski & 
Lewis, 1980) reported no validation process for the measures used in the study. One 
study (Miles, 1965) used two previously developed instruments. No validation 
procedures were reported for four of the measures. No convergent or divergent validity 
was established for the instrumentation in any of the studies.
Ford and Weissbein (1997) conducted an empirical study of transfer research, 
updating the Baldwin and Ford (1988) review. Twenty empirical studies were examined. 
Nine experimental studies were identified (Baldwin, 1992; BrinkerhofF & Montesino, 
1995; Gist, Bavetta, & Stevens, 1990; Gist, Stevens, & Bavetta, 1991; Kraiger, Salas, & 
Cannon-Bowers, 1995; Paas, 1992; Smith-Jentsch et al., 1996; Swezey, Perez, & Allen, 
1991; Tziner et al., 1991). The review also identified three quasi-experimental studies 
(Gopher, Weil, & Bareket, 1994; Lintern, Roscoe, Koone, & Segal, 1990; Lintern, 
Sheppard, Parker, Yates, & Nolan, 1989). Eight of the studies measured factors 
affecting transfer in the work environment and surveys were used to collect the data.
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These eight studies were considered comparable with the present study so the 
instrumentation and validation procedures for them are discussed below.
Facteau et al. (1995) studied “the effect of employees’ attitude and beliefs about 
training in general on pre-training motivation and perceived training transfer” (p. 6.). The 
study was conducted as apart o f a large-scale training assessment study to identify the 
training needs and curricula for all management employees within a state government 
agency. The findings from the study indicated, in part, that pre-training motivation, 
subordinate, peer and supervisory support influenced transfer of training.
Managers and supervisors employed by a southeastern government agency (n = 
967) were studied (Facteau et al., 1995). A questionnaire consisting of 14 constructs 
with 85 items was used in the study. The organizational commitment construct was 
measured using a scale developed by Porter and Smith (1970). Career Exploration was 
assessed with scales from Stumpf, Colarelli and Hartman’s (1983) Career Exploration 
Survey. Pre-training motivation was measured with items drawn from several scales 
used in previous research (Baldwin & Karl, 1987; Noe & Schmitt, 1986). Career 
Planning was assessed with a modified version of Gould’s (1979) Career Planning Scale. 
Task Constaints was measured with a scale based upon O’Connor, Peters, Pooyan, 
Weekley, Frank, & Erenkrantz (1984) taxonomy of the situational factors that may 
constrain individual performance. Subordinate support (4-items), peer support (4-items), 
supervisor support (10-items), top management support (5-items), and perceived training 
transfer (9-items), were based on previous research (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Baumgartel 
& Jeanpierre, 1972; Goldstein & Musicante, 1986; Noe, 1986; Tziner et al., 1991; 
Wexley & Baldwin, 1986). Eight constructs were measured with scales that were
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designed for the study. A 6-item scale was used to measure training reputation; a 9-item 
scale was used to measure intrinsic incentives; a 2-item scale was used to measure 
extrinsic incentives; and, compliance was measured with a 2-item scale. No instrument 
validation procedure was reported for the developed measures. Items on the self-report 
questionnaires were constructed to be as specific as possible to “maximize the validity o f 
self-reports on transfer of training” (Facteau et al., 1995, p. 10).
Ford et al. (1992) studied the opportunity to perform trained technical tasks on 
the job to better understanding training transfer. Opportunity consisted of three 
dimensions: breadth (the number o f trained tasks performed on the job), activity level 
(the number o f times trained tasks were performed), and the type of tasks trained 
(variety of tasks that were performed by the trainee once on the job). The findings (Ford 
et al., 1992) indicated that the opportunity to perform construct was influenced by 
supervisory attitudes, work group support, and trainee’s selfefficacy and cognitive 
ability. Ford et al. (1992) also found that different transfer climates existed in 
organizations (e.g., those that facilitate or inhibit an individual’s opportunity to perform 
learning).
A sample consisting of 180 Air Force graduates of an Air Force Aerospace 
Ground Equipment technical training program and their supervisors was used (Ford et 
al., 1992). In order to assess the breadth o f opportunity to perform, a 34-item measure 
consisting of the 34 tasks taught in the training was used. To measure activity level, 
trainees were asked to identify the number of times that they had performed each of the 
34 tasks. To assess the type of tasks, a six-item scale was used for trainees to indicate 
the variety of tasks that they had performed in the four-month period after the training.
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The reliability coefficient for this measure was (a) = .74. To assess supervisor attitudes, 
a 12-item scale was completed by supervisors measuring their perceptions o f the 
trainee’s likability, career potential and trust in the trainee’s ability (a — .90). A 10-item 
scale measuring the degree of support from their supervisors and coworkers was 
completed by the trainees (a  -  .90). A six-item scale was used to measure work flow (a  
= .75). The general cognitive ability o f the trainees was obtained from the Armed 
Services Vocational Aptitude Battery that is used for military recruits and personnel. An 
eight-item scale was used to measure the level o f confidence in performing trained tasks 
(a = .81). No factor analysis or convergent and divergent validity scores were reported 
for the measures.
Quinones et al. (1995) studied the effects of individual and environmental 
characteristics on the opportunity to perform technical tasks. Individual characteristics 
consisted of learning, career motivation and locus of control. Transfer environment 
characteristics included supervisor attitudes and workgroup support. Their findings 
indicated that the amount of learning and career motivation exhibited by trainees four 
months after training were related to supervisor attitudes. After a four month period, 
both supervisor attitudes and workgroup support were found to have a direct impact on 
the opportunity to perform trained tasks.
A sample o f 118 graduates from an Air Force Aerospace Ground Equipment 
technical training program was used (Quinones et al., 1995). The program consisted of 
14 training modules representing different skills (e.g., electronics and hydraulics). 
Trainees completed a survey containing individual characteristics shortly after finishing 
the training program. The locus o f control construct, which measured the extent to
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which individuals attributed causality of events to external factors such as luck or 
internal factors such as ability, was measured with a six-item scale (a  = .75). This scale 
was based on the research o f Noe & Schmitt (1986). Career motivation was measured 
with a 10-item scale of trainee excitement toward a career in the AGE (a = .89). The 
trainees were tested for learning after each o f the 14 training modules. Supervisor 
attitudes about the trainee’s likability, career potential, and their trust in the trainee’s 
ability were measured on a 12-item scale (a  = .87). Trainees responded to a five item 
scale measuring workgroup support, the extent to which trainees perceived the 
atmosphere in their workgroup as supportive and whether coworkers are supportive (at 
= .87). Task type was assessed on a six-item scale measuring the extent to which trainees 
performed difficult and challenging tasks (a  = .84). No factor analysis or convergent 
and divergent validity was reported for the measures.
Tesluk et al. (1995) studied the generalization o f Employee Involvement (El) 
training to core job activities o f the trainees. The findings from the study indicated that 
trainees who actively participated in El activities were more likely to generalize El 
training to their core jobs. Employees who were more committed to the o rg a n iz a tio n  
and less cynical about the likelihood of positive organizational change were more likely 
to generalize El training to their jobs.
Tesluk et al. (1995) used a sample of 252 employees from a cross section o f 
organizational units of a state transportation agency having 12,000 employees. The 
participants had completed El training offered by the agency. Data for the cross-level 
study (e.g., individual, unit, and sub-organization) were collected using several measures 
designed for the study. A unit survey referring to aggregate unit characteristics (e. g., E l
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attitude and behavior, decision making climate and bottom-up climate) was used. A sub- 
organization survey referred to aggregate characteristics o f the sub-organization (e.g., El 
attitude and behavior, decision-making climate and bottom-up climate). Measures of 
attitudes toward El and participative climate were collected from employees, supervisors 
and managers. A 10-item scale assessed unit and sub-organization managers’ attitudes 
and behaviors toward El. A nine-item scale was used to assess the degree to which 
people in the sub-organization or unit were kept informed and their opinions solicited 
when decisions were made. A six-item scale was used to measure the degree to which 
decisions occurred in a bottom-up rather than a top-down manner in the unit and sub­
organization. The amount o f hours of El training received by each participant was 
collected on a checklist. A six-item scale (Meyer & Allen, 1984) was used to measure 
organizational commitment. A nine item scale was used to measure organizational 
cynicism ( a  = .85). A three-item scale was used to measure the belief that improvements 
in the organization are possible despite the lack of necessary support for projects and 
solutions ( a  = .72). A three item scale was also used to measure the extent that 
individuals transfer knowledge and skills presented in El training programs to their core 
job activities (a  = .90). No factor analysis or convergent and divergent validity was 
reported for the measures.
Tracey et al. (1995) studied the influence of the work environment (training 
climate and continuous-leaming culture) on training transfer to the job of newly trained 
supervisors. Organizational culture “refers to the shared pattern of meaning about a 
comprehensive set of organization elements. It is based on an organizational-frame of 
reference, and involves the acquision and application o f new learning gained by many
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means” (p. 242). Transfer climate “refers to shared perceptions about a narrowly 
defined set of organizational elements. It is based on an individual frame of reference 
and focuses on formal training activities” (p. 242). The findings indicated, in part, that 
the “social support system o f both climate and culture were directly related to post­
training behavior” (p. 239).
A sample of 505 managers (104 managerial trainees, 104 supervisors, and 297 
managerial coworkers) from a  large supermarket chain was used (Tracey et aL, 1995). 
Participants attended a voluntary training program on basic supervisory behaviors and 
skills. A six-item scale (identical pre-test and post-test) based on course content analysis 
was used to examine supervisory learning. Supervisory behaviors were measured with 
an 18-item questionnaire based on training materials and interviews with trainers. Two 
measures were specifically developed for the study. Transfer of training climate was 
assessed using 33 of the items from the Rouiller and Goldstein (1993) measure. A 24- 
item continuous-leaming culture measure was designed that was specifically tied to 
training content and expected outcomes. It was based on previous research (Kozlowski 
& Hults, 1987; Rosow & Zager, 1988). Factor analysis was conducted to assess the 
dimensionality of the climate and culture measures. No studies of convergent and 
divergent validity were conducted.
Warr and Bunce (1995) examined the impact o f certain trainee variables on the 
outcomes of an open learning program. Open learning is when trainees have “autonomy 
to decide what is studied, as well as when, where, and at what pace they will proceed” 
(Warr & Bunce, 1995, p. 347), as opposed to direct trainer-trainee interaction. The 
study examined “the influence o f social learning concepts (self-efficacy) and anxiety
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(learning task anxiety and interpersonal anxiety) on learning and the transfer of 
management skills” (p. 332). The findings indicated, in part, that there was “a significant 
association between immediate learning score and changes in rated job performance” (p.
347).
A sample of 106 trainees and their supervisors from four sites in a British 
organization were used in the study (Warr & Bunce, 1995). Nine trainee characteristics 
relating to immediate learning, reaction to the program, and change in rated job behavior 
were studied. Measures were developed for each o f the constructs in the study. General 
attitude to training was measured using a five-item scale (a  = .91). Specific motivation 
was measured using a 12-item scale (a = .94). Learning task anxiety was measured 
using an eight-item scale (a  = .92). Interpersonal anxiety was measured using a four- 
item scale (a = .70). Learning self-efficacy was measured through a six-item scale (a  = 
.80). Principal component analysis was used to validate the measures. No convergent or 
divergent validity was reported.
Xiao (1996) examined whether organizational factors common in a developed 
country (United States) were also beneficial for the transfer of training in Shenzhan, 
China. Based on the findings, Xiao (1996) indicated that organizational factors that 
encourage use of learning on the job do enhance transfer of training in Shenzhen. The 
organizational factor, supervision, had the most , influence on the trainees’ ability to 
transfer training.
Xiao (1996) used a sample consisting of 106 employees from four electronics 
companies (two state owned and two joint venture). The participants were female 
circuit board workers (age 18-25). The questionnaire that was developed for this study
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included: a five-hem scale used to measure training orientation (a  = .58); a six-item scale 
used to measure the extent to which KSA’s matched the work design (a  = .74); an-eight 
item scale used to measure rewards (a  = .84); a six-item scale used to measure 
supervision (a  = .75); a two-item scale used to measure peer relations (a  = .74); and, a 
six-item scale used to measure transfer behavior (a = .83). Discriminant validity was 
determined adequate for the measures since the intra-scales’ reliability for each scale 
were higher than the inter-scale correlations. No convergent or divergent validity studies 
were conducted.
The Rouiller & Goldstein (1993) study was also identified in the Ford & 
Weissbein (1997) review. The study is discussed later in this chapter.
The studies identified by Ford and Weissbein (1997) revealed some interesting 
results. All of the studies calculated internal reliability coefficients in the instrument 
validation process. Only two of the studies (Tracey et al., 1995; Warr & Bunce, 1995) 
used factor analysis in the validation process. Validation procedures included simple 
analysis such as making items as specific as possible to maximize validity (Facteau et al.,
1995) and comparing intra-scale reliability to inter-scale correlations to establish 
discriminant validity (Xioa, 1996). No studies were conducted to examine the 
convergent and divergent validity of the instruments used.
The above studies indicate the need for more valid measurement instruments in 
order that researchers may ensure that outcomes derived from studies are as accurate as 
possible. While rigorous statistical techniques were used in obtaining the results o f these 
studies, little attention was being paid to the measurement instruments used to gather the 
data. The review further reflected that, for almost all studies, a new, customized scale
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was created. The development of a theoretically based, psychometrically sound and 
generalizable set of transfer climate factors should, theoretically, facilitate valid cross- 
study comparisons, and assist researchers by eliminating the need for redundant measures 
(Holton, 1996; Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993; Tracey et al., 1995).
Validation: A Conceptual Framework 
Validity refers to how confident the researcher can be that an instrument actually 
measures what it intended to measure (Whitley, 1996). Nunnally & Bernstein (1994) 
stated that the term validity “denotes the scientific utility of a measuring instrument, 
broadly statable in terms of how well it measures what it purports to measure” (p. 83). 
Validity is the most important consideration'in test evaluation (The Standards of 
Educational and Psychological Testing, APA, 1985).
Three categories of validity evidence were described: 1) Content-related 
evidence demonstrates the degree to which the sample of items, tasks, or questions on a 
test are representative of some defined universe or domain of content. 2) Criterion- 
related evidence demonstrates that test scores are systematically related to one or more 
outcome criteria. 3) Construct-related evidence focuses primarily on the test score as a 
measure of the characteristic of interest. It demonstrates the degree to which scores on a 
measure reflect the true scores of a hypothetical construct (APA, 1985). This study 
focuses on construct-related evidence of validity.
Nunnally & Bernstein (1994) defined a construct as “the extent that a variable is 
abstract and latent rather than concrete and observable”(p. 85). The foundation for 
construct validity is the theory underlying the construct. It involves validating the 
measurement instrument, and also validating the theory behind the instrument (Whitley,
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1996). Kerlinger (1973) indicated that construct-related evidence o f validity was 
significant in measurement theory and practice “because it unites psychometric notions 
with theoretical notions” (p. 461). The goal o f studying constructs is to employ one or 
more measures the results of which generalize to a broader class o f measures that 
legitimately employ the same name, e.g., ‘learning transfer climate* (Nunnally & 
Bernstein, 1994).
The term “nomological” is derived from Greek and means “lawful.” A 
nomological network can be thought o f as a lawfiil network (Trochim, 1996). The 
network should include the theoretical framework for the construct o f interest, an 
empirical framework for how the construct will be measured, and specification of the 
linkages between these two frameworks (Cronbach & Meehl, 19SS). Nomological 
networks involve many constructs in a complex system with a view towards integrating 
concepts and measures in a comprehensive theoretical framework. Cronbach and Meehl 
(1955) argued that a nomological network should be developed to provide evidence that 
the measure o f interest has construct validity. They defined nomological validity as the 
degree to which predictions from a formal theoretical network containing the concept 
under scrutiny are confirmed. Bagozzi & Phillips (1982) suggested that the failure to 
represent explicitly the degree of correspondence between measurements and concepts 
undermine the test o f theories. Hypotheses may be rejected because o f inadequate 
theory or a lack o f correspondence between a measurement and the concepts that the 
measurement is intended to represent. No nomological network for the latent construct, 
learning transfer climate, was found in the literature.
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Trochim (1996) suggested that the nomological network is founded on several 
principles, including the following:
1. The network makes scientifically clear what something is or means, so that 
laws can be set forth about its occurrence;
2. The laws in a nomological network may relate observable properties or 
quantities to each other, different theoretical constructs to each other, or 
theoretical constructs to observables;
3. Learning more about a theoretical construct is a matter of elaborating the 
nomological network in which it occurs or of increasing the definiteness o f its 
components.
This study relates different theoretical constructs to each other (learning transfer 
climate to identified comparison constructs) to learn more about learning transfer in 
organizations and to explore the dimension comprising the LTQ.
Convergent and Divergent Validity
Nunnally & Bernstein (1994) stated that “all constructs have expected 
correlations with other variables and/or expected experimental effects” (p. 91). In 
examining the construct validity of measurement instruments and scales, functional 
relationships or associations among important variables must be established. Variables 
must be accurately measured before their interactions can be studied and statements of 
relationships determined. Kerlinger (1973) stated that for construct validation “both 
convergent validity and discriminability are required” (p. 462).
Campbell & Fiske (1959) described convergent validity as the extent to which 
evidence comes together to indicate the degree of validity of a measure. Convergent
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validity indicates that a measure is assessing what it is designed to assess. Nunnally & 
Bernstein (1994) suggested that convergent validity points out what other variables are 
correlated to the construct of interest and how they are correlated. A measure can 
accurately represent a variable if it correlates or converges with other supposed measures 
of that variable. It demonstrates that a variable is not just an accident o f a particular 
measure.
Campbell & Fiske (1959) described divergent validity as evidence that a measure 
is not assessing something it is not supposed to assess. Keriinger (1973) stated that 
“discriminability means that one can empirically differentiate the construct from another 
construct that may be similar, and that one could point out what is unrelated to the 
construct” (p. 464). Whitley (1996) indicated that, as an aspect of construct-related 
evidence o f validity, discrimination is evaluated by considering the measure’s correlation 
with variables that the theory of the construct postulates to be irrelevant to that 
construct. A comparison construct postulated as irrelevant should not be just any 
construct, but rather one that at least represents some potential aspect o f the construct 
under investigation (Messick, 1989). For example, to compare associations to a Head- 
start Program, one should use comparisons such as other early childhood development 
programs. A low correlation with a relevant variable is evidence of divergent validity, 
indicating uniqueness of the measure o f interest (Whitley, 1996).
Strategies for Construct Validity Studies 
Consistent approaches for developing a construct validity study are reflected in 
the literature. Zeller & Carmines (1986) described three steps for collecting construct- 
related evidence o f validity:
31
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1. Formulate hypotheses that represent the links between the construct being 
measured and other constructs and behaviors as specified by the theory for the 
measure of interest;
2. Conduct studies to determine the relationship between the measure being 
evaluated and measures o f other constructs;
3. Interpret the empirical evidence it terms of the degree to which it provides 
evidence of construct related validity.
Nunnally & Bernstein (1994) also described three aspects for establishing 
construct validity for measures:
1. Specify a domain of observables related to the construct.
2. Determine the extent to which the observables tend to measure the same thing 
or different things from empirical research and statistical analysis.
3. Perform subsequent studies to determine the extent to which supported 
measures of the construct correlate in expected ways by appropriate 
experimental manipulations.
Robinson et al., (1991) suggested a set of criteria, including the following:
1. Consider only those studies that use a measure for the same purpose as that of 
the measure being studied.
2. Investigate the theoretical background of measures.
3. Investigate the quality o f measures by examining the validation processes and 
statistical techniques used in the development of comparison measures.
This study focuses on convergent and divergent validity and involves examining the 
extent to which supported measures of the construct correlates in expected ways. This
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study examines the third aspects o f Zeller and Carmines (1986) and Nunnally and 
Bernstein (1994) approaches for establishing construct validity. All of the criterions by 
Robinson et al. (1991) were used in this study.
Background and Development of the LTQ 
The LTQ was developed as a generalized transfer climate instrument for use 
across a wide variety of organizations, training programs and employees. The theoretical 
framework for the LTQ is based on the HRD Evaluation Research and Measurement 
Model (Holton, 1996). Figure 1 reflects the sixteen variables for the LTQ used in this 
study.
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Figure 1. Learning Transfer Questionnaire: Conceptual Model of 
Instrument Constructs (Hokun dfc Bales, 1996)
From “The Flawed Four-Level Evaluation Model,” by E. F. Holton, 1996, Human 
Resource Development Quarterly. 7. Copyright, 1996 by Holton, E. F, m  & Bates, R. 
Reprinted with permission of authors.
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The conceptual model o f the LTQ is comprised o f three primary factors 
hypothesized to influence transfer o f learning to performance outcomes (i.e., learning, 
individual performance, and organizational performance. There are three primary 
influences consisting to the 16 LTQ factors: 1) motivational influences (i.e., performance 
self-efficacy, learning readiness, motivation to transfer, transfer effort-performance and 
performance outcomes); 2) environmental influences (i.e., feedback, peer support, 
supervisor support, openness to change, personal outcomes-positive, personal outcome- 
negative and supervisor sanctions); and, 3) ability influences (i.e., content validity, 
transfer design, personal capacity to transfer and opportunity to use).
The development o f the conceptual model for the LTQ began with an 
examination of Rouiller & Goldstein (1993) proposed eight dimensions of organizational 
transfer climate. Climate was defined as “the practices and procedures used in an 
organization that connote or signal to people what is important” (Rouiller & Goldstein, 
1993, p. 379). Transfer of training was described as the situations and consequences 
that either inhibited or helped facilitate the transfer of learning into the job situation. 
Their model was comprised o f two sets of workplace cues (situational cues and 
consequences) consisting of four dimensions each.
Roullier and Goldstein (1993) conducted a study using measures for climate, 
learning, transfer behavior, individual performance and unit performance. The major 
focus o f the study was to determine the relationship between organizational transfer 
climate and training transfer behavior using the eight-dimensional model. It was 
hypothesized that the more positive the organizational climate, the more likely it was that 
trainees would transfer key behaviors to the job. An instrument was developed consisting
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Table 1
Dimensions of Situational Cues and Consequences Used in Rouiller and Goldstein 
(19931 Transfer Climate Model
SITUATIONAL CUES: Reminders and CONSEQUENCES: Job performance outcomes
opportunities for trainees to use their that affect the extent to which learning is
teaming on the job. transferred.
Goal Cues: Serve to remind trainees to Positive Feedback: The trainees are given positive
use tlieir training when they return to information about their use of the trained
theirjobs. behavior.
Social Cues: Arise from group membership Negative Feedback: Trainees are informed of the
And include the behavior and influence negative consequences of not using their learned
Processes exhibited by supervisors, peers behavior.
And/or subordinates.
Task Cues: Concern tlie design and nature Punishment: Trainees are punished for using
of the job itself. trained behaviors
Self Control Cues: Concern various No Feedback: No information is given to (lie
self-control processes that permit trainees trainees about llte use or importance of the learned
to use what lias been learned. behavior.
Note. From “The Relationship Between Organizational Transfer Climate and Positive Transfer of 
Training,” by J. Z. Rouiller and I. L. Goldstein, 1993, Human Resource Development Qppqeriy, A p. 
377-390
of 41 items representing situational cues and 22 items representing consequences. A 
sample o f 102 assistant managers from a large, fast food, franchised chain was used in 
the study. For the “social control cue,” data were collected only from the management 
trainees. For the other climate measures, a total o f273 surveys were collected from two 
or more managers of each of the 102 management trainees.
A multiple regression analysis was conducted with the transfer behavior measure 
as the dependent variable. The findings indicated that organizational climate and learning 
together accounted for 54% of the variance in transfer behavior. The results of the study 
also indicated that the four sub-scales for situational cues and four sub-scales for
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consequences each separately added significantly to the explained variance in transfer
behavior.
Rouiller and Goldstein (1993) provided insight into the influence o f climate on 
transfer of training. However, generalizability of these results was limited because the 
study was tested with only one sample and because the validation process did not include 
factor analysis techniques to examine item content or identify the sub-scales or factor 
structure for the model.
Bates, Holton, and Seyler (1996) conducted a study to further examine the 
Roullier & Goldstein (1993) eight factor structure and to search for generally accepted, 
reliable, and valid transfer climate scales. An instrument was developed for the study 
using 48 of the 63 items, representing seven of the eight scales developed by Rouiller 
and Goldstein (1993). The social control sub-scale was deemed inappropriate for use as 
a measure of transfer climate and not included in the instrument. The instrument 
consisted of 66 items.
The Bates et al. (1996) study was conducted in a petrochemical manufacturing 
facility in southern Louisiana. It was part of a larger on-going evaluation study of a 
computer-based plant operator-training program. The sample population consisted o f 
189 operating technicians from four production units at that facility. Two sets of factor 
analysis were conducted to identify the underlying latent structure of the data collected 
from the instrument. Factor analysis was conducted on the 43 items from the Roullier 
and Goldstein (1993) instrument. Analysis o f item content identified a five-factor 
structure (supervisor support, peer/task support, transfer design, personal outcomes- 
positive, and personal outcomes-negative). The five-factor structure that emerged from
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the study consisted o f items that showed average loadings greater than .40 for the major 
factor and less than .15 for all other items. The results o f this analysis indicated a factor 
structure of latent transfer climate constructs that were inconsistent with the model 
developed by Rouiller and Goldstein (1993).
Next, factor analysis was conducted on data from the 66-item instrument. 
Analysis of item content identified a nine factor structure (supervisor support, 
opportunity to use, peer support, transfer design, supervisor sanctions, resistance, 
personal outcomes-negative, personal outcomes-positive, and content validity). The nine 
factor structure explained 80.6% of the common variance (variance shared with all other 
variables). The results of the study (Bates et al., 1996) suggested that trainees perceive 
climate more in accordance with situation specific organizational factors rather than 
psychological factors or cues.
Bates, Holton, and Seyler (1997) conducted a study to investigate the factors 
influencing transfer o f computer-based training for a subset of plant operators. The 
sample consisted of 73 production operators from two production units involved in 
manufacturing hazardous products. The dependent variable used in the study was 
supervisor rating o f performance. Independent variables included: organizational 
commitment, content validity, performance utility, learning average, transfer design, 
supervisor sanctions, positive personal outcomes, negative personal outcomes, change 
resistance, peer support, supervisor support, and opportunity to use. Data were 
collected using previously developed scales and researcher developed scales. Computer- 
based examination scores were also used.
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Correlation analysis indicated that four scores on transfer climate variables 
(opportunity to use, peer support, supervisor support and personal outcomes-positive) 
were positively correlated with performance utility. Scores on the personal outcomes- 
negative, change resistance, and supervisor sanctions were negatively correlated with 
performance utility (Bates et al., 1997). Hierarchical regression analysis was used to 
examine how the variance in performance ratings was partitioned among predictors and 
to test predictions made about the ability of the independent variables to explain the 
variance in the criterion measure. The results indicated that as a set, the seven transfer 
climate variables accounted for a significant proportion (R2 = .48, p < .001) o f the 
variance in performance ratings. Bates et al. (1997) reported significant beta values for 
content validity (.44), supervisor sanctions (.38), peer support (.51), and change 
resistance (.38). The findings from the study expanded upon the transfer climate factors 
developed by Rouiller and Goldstein (1993). The study contributed to the previous 
studies of Tracey et al. (1995) and others by verifying the importance of climate in 
training transfer. The study also provided a partial test o f the theoretical model (Holton,
1996) which serves as the foundation for the LTQ.
Holton et al. (1998) reported on development o f a generalized instrument for use 
across a wide range of training programs and organizations. A third generation 
instrument was developed for the study building on previous work by Holton, Bates, 
Seyler, and Carvalho (1997). It was comprised of 112 items for the 16 hypothesized 
sub-scales used in their study. The instrument was administered to a sample of 1,616 
employees, holding a variety o f positions and job levels in a wide variety of organizations 
(e.g., shipping company, power company, computer/precision manufacturing company,
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insurance company, chemical company, industrial tool/construction company, non­
profits, municipal and state government). The respondents were from a wide variety of 
training programs (e.g., sales, safety, volunteer management, project manag«nn«»nt 
computer and technical skills, quality science, emergency medicine education, leadership, 
mid-management, and supervisory classes).
The 112 items in the measure represented two distinct domains: training specific 
transfer items and general transfer items. The items in the two sections were factor 
analyzed separately with 76 items pertaining to the specific training program and 36 
items pertaining to general transfer climate.
Exploratory factor analysis yielded an average loading on the major factor o f .62 
with a .05 average loading on non-major factors. Cronbach alpha reliability ranged from 
.63 to .91, with three of the scales (i.e., Personal Outcomes-Positive, Personal Capacity 
to Transfer and Supervisor Sanctions) below .70 (a = .69, .68, & .63, respectively). 
One scale, supervisor sanctions, was substantially below .70, the minimum 
recommended by Nunnally & Bernstein (1994) for early stage instruments. Inter-factor 
correlational analysis showed that only a few correlations exceeded .30, further 
indicating the conceptual distinction between the factors. The factors, definitions, 
number of items, Cronbach’s Alpha, average loading for major factors and average 
loading for minor factors are described in Table 2.
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Table 2
LTO Factors
FACTORS DEFINITIONS
NUM
ITEMS
a
AVG.
LOAD
MAJOR
FACTORS
AVG.
LOAD
MINOR
FACTORS
TRAINING 
SPECIFIC SCALES
LEARNING
READINESS
The extent to which individuals 
are prepared to enter and 
participate in training.
4 .73 .64 .04
MOTIVATION TO
TRANSFER
LEARNING
The direction, intensity, and 
persistence of effort toward 
utilizing in a work setting 
skills and knowledge learned.
4 .83 .65 .04
PERSONAL
OUTCOMES-
POSITIVE
The degree to which applying 
training on the job leads to 
outcomes that are positive for 
the individual.
3 .69 .56 .05
PERSONAL
OUTCOMES-
NEGATIVE
The extent to which individuals 
believe that not applying skills 
and knowledge learned in 
training will lead to outcomes 
that are negative.
4 .76 .65 .04
PERSONAL 
CAPACITY TO 
TRANSFER
The extent to which individuals 
have the time, energy, and 
mental space in their work 
lives to make changes required 
to transfer learning to the job.
4 .68 .56 .04
PEER SUPPORT The extent to which peers 
reinforce and support use of 
learning on the job.
4 .83 .66 .04
SUPERVISOR/
MANAGER
SUPPORT
The extent to which supervisor/ 
managers support and reinforce 
use of training on the job. 6 .91 .75 .04
(table cont.)
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FACTORS DEFINITIONS
NUM
ITEMS
a
AVG.
LOAD
MAJOR
FACTORS
AVG.
LOAD
MINOR
FACTORS
SUPERVISOR/
MANAGER
SANCTIONS
The extent to which individuals 
perceive negative responses 
from supervisor/ managers 
when applying skills teamed in 
training.
3 .63 .46 .06
PERCEIVED
CONTENT
VALIDITY
The extent to which trainees 
judge training content to 
accurately reflect job 
requirements.
5 .84 .58 .05
TRANSFER
DESIGN
The degree to which I) 
training has been designed and 
delivered to give trainees the 
ability to transfer learning to 
the job, and 2) training 
instructions match job 
requirements.
4 .85 .70 .03
OPPORTUNITY TO 
USE
LEARNING
The extent to which trainees 
ate provided with or obtain 
resources and tasks on the job 
enabling them to use training 
on the job.
4 .70 .54 .03
GENERAL SCALES
TRANSFER
EFFORT-
PERFORMANCE
EXPECTATIONS
The expectation that effort 
devoted to transferring learn ing  
will lead to changes in job 
performance.
4 .81 .65 .05
PERFORMANCE-
OUTCOMES
EXPECTATIONS
The expectation that changes 
in job performance will lead to 
valued outcomes.
5 .83 .65 .06
RESISTANCE TO 
CHANGE
The extent to which prevailing 
group norms are perceived by 
individuals to resist or dis­
courage the use of skills and 
knowledge acquired in 
training.
6 .85 .70 .04
(table cont.)
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FACTORS DEFINITIONS
NUM
ITEMS
a
AVG.
LOAD
MAJOR
FACTORS
AVG.
LOAD
MINOR
FACTORS
PERFORMANCE 
SELF- EFFICACY
An individual’s general belief 
that they are able to change 
their performance when they 
want to.
4 .76 .58 .08
FEEDBACK/
PERFORMANCE
COACHING
Formal and informal indicators 
from an organization about an 
individual’s job performance.
4 .70 .56 .08
Note. From "Development & Validation of a Generalized Learning Transfer Climate Questionnaire,” 
Final Report, by Holton, Bates, Ruooa A Leimbach, 1998. In R. Torraco fE il. Proceedings of the
Academy ofH-n^n R»cnnrec Development Annual Conference, p. 353-359.
This factor analysis identified a comprehensive set of constructs that affect outcomes of 
training transfer to the job (Holton et al., 1998). The hypothesized factor structure was 
supported, though some modifications to the measurement model were necessary, 
resulting in the 69-item LTQ instrument used in this study. This study is part of a larger 
on-going validation process for the LTQ.
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY
This study examines the construct validity o f the Learning Transfer Questionnaire 
(LTQ) by focusing on the convergent and divergent validity of the instrument. The 
methodology for data collection consisted o f two sets of procedures. The first set 
involved an extensive review of literature to identify previously developed theoretically 
based and psychometrically valid measures to use as comparison scales for the factors in 
the nomological network of the LTQ factors. The second set involved the administration 
and analysis o f the identified comparison scales to examine their association with the 
LTQ.
Procedures: Research Question One
An extensive systematic search of literature related to the learning transfer 
climate construct’s was conducted to identify comparison measures for the LTQ factors 
that were used in this study. The review included resources such as relevant journals 
from a variety o f disciplines, books and other literature using the Educational Resources 
Information Center (ERIC), Dissertation Abstracts International, The Library 
Information System, and ABI/Inform (Produced by University Microfilms International). 
Using these resources, search terms thought to relate to the ‘learning transfer climate’ 
constructs were identified. The identified terms were as follows: learning climate, 
transfer environment, business climate, organizational environment, psychological 
climate, work environment, organizational climate, organizational culture, learning 
culture and organizational behavior.
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Procedures for the Selection of Comparison Instruments
Well-established contemporary, historical and commercial instruments were 
considered for this study. The procedures for identifying comparison measures 
(instruments, scales, and sub-scales) was based on instrument development criteria by 
Zeller and Carmines (1986), Robinson, Shaver, and Wrightman (1991), and Nunnally 
and Bernstein (1994). Table 3 provides the first set of criteria for identifying possible 
comparison instruments and the steps utilized for each criterion. Instruments had to 
meet all o f these criteria to pass the first section.
Table 3
Criteria and Steps Utilized In Identifying Candidate Measures for Comparison with LTQ 
Factors
CRITERIA STEPS
I. The purpose and intended use 
of candidate measures were 
examined to determine 
similarities or differences 
from the measure of interest
1. A thorough review of the factors comprising the LTQ 
instrument was made (e.g.. definitions, examples, and 
researcher perceived inferences).
2. Instruments developed for the purpose of measuring a 
variety of factors related to the learning transfer climate 
(e.g., learning climate, business climate, transfer 
environment, organizational behavior, work environment 
and psychological climate) were considered.
3. Instruments that were intended for use in a variety of 
organizational work environments, with a wide variety of 
employees were considered.
4. Instruments that were intended to measure employee 
perceptions of the training and work environment as 
opposed to how they desire the work place to be were 
considered.
(table cont.)
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CRITERIA STEPS
Instruments that were intended to analyze individual level 
responses, as opposed to group or unit level analysis of 
responses were considered.
Instruments that were self-administered and did not need 
outside facilitation were considered.
2. Instruments with scales and 
sub-scale items related to the 
items in the measure of 
interest were candidates.
1. The constructs, classification schemes, dimensions, scales, and 
sub-scale items for potential comparison measures were 
examined to logically determine similarities or differences 
with the factors in the nomotogical network of the LTQ.
2 Scales that had 20 items or less were considered for the 
study. This study used 14 of the 16 factors of the LTQ.
The length of the instrumentation used in the study was a 
major factor.
3. Scale items with dear simple language were considered 
because the instrumentation is to be administered to wide 
variety of employees of varying educational levels.
3. An examination of the 
developmental studies for 
the candidate measures were 
examined the determine 
methodology utilized.
1. Measures where data was generated with samples similar 
to those used for the development of LTQ were used. 
Instrument development studies using individuals 
working in companies or organizations (Le., public and 
private sector) were considered.
2. A review of the techniques (e.g., survey, interviews, and 
observation) utilized in the developmental studies was 
made to determine similarities or differences with the 
LTQ. The LTQ used the survey technique for data 
collection. Therefore, only instruments using 
questionnaires were used in this study.
All o f the instruments met the first set of criteria except one. The Self Efficacy 
Scale (Sherer et al., 1982) which was developed to measure generalized self-efficacy 
expectations was used in the study as a comparison measure for LTQ IS: Performance 
Self-Efficacy. This instrument did not fully meet the criteria in step ten, sample 
population. Students in a psychology class were used in some of the developmental
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studies for the instrument. Given the nature of the construct, self-efficacy, which 
examines an individuals’ past experiences with success and failure in a variety of 
situations, including work situations; the apparent relatedness o f the scale items to LTQ 
15; and, the fact that two sets o f factor analysis data was collected to verify factor 
structure, the instrument was determined appropriate for the study. In addition, another 
study during the developmental process (Sherer, et al., 1982) included a sample similar 
to that of the LTQ.
Next, the psychometric quality o f the instruments which passed the first screen 
was assessed. Robinson et al. (1991) offered a framework to evaluate the adequacy of 
measures proposed for use by practitioner or researchers. The scheme identifies 
considerations to look for when examining an instrument to determine its theoretical 
bases and psychometric validity. The consideration components used in this study 
included: 1) theoretical development structure, 2) available norms, 3) inter-item 
correlations, 4) coefficient alphas, 5) factor analysis, 6) test re-test, 7) convergent 
validity, and, 8) divergent validity. Criterion ratings were: 4-Exemplary, 3-Extensive, 2- 
Moderate, 1-Minimal, O-None.
Few instruments were found for this study that met all of the ideal criteria. Thus, 
the final selection instruments sometimes required a balancing of theoretical fit, practical, 
and psychometric issues. This was due, in part, to the lack of attention to measurement 
issues in past transfer research. Table 4 shows Robinson et al.’s framework to determine 
the adequacy of measurement instruments.
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Table 4
Selected General Rating Criteria for Evaluating Measures
Criterion Exemplary Extensive Moderate Minimal None
Ratings 4 3 2 1 n
Theoretical Reflects several Either reviews Reviews Reviews one Ad hoc
Development important work several works or more than (no sources)
in the field plus extensive face on source
extensive face validity
validity check
Available Means and SDs Means and SDs Means for Means for None: no item
Norms for several sub- for total and some sub- total group information
samples and total; some groups; groups; info only; info for
extensive info for some item info for some 1-2 items
each items
Inter-item
Correlations
Inter-item 
correlation 
average of .30 or 
better
Inter-item 
correlation 
average of 
.29
.20-
Inter-item 
correlation 
average of 
.10-.19
Inter-item 
correlation 
below .10
No inter- item
analysis
reported
Coefficient a  .80 or better .70-.79 .60-.69 <.60 Not reported
Factor Single factor from Single factor Single Some items No factor
Analysis factor analysis from factor factor from from factor Structure
analysis factor analysis
analysis
Test-Retest Scale scores Scale scores Scale scores Scale scores No data
correlate more correlate more Correlate Correlate reported
than .40 across at than .40 across 3- more than more Ilian
least a 1-year 12 months .30 across .20 across
period 1-3 months less that 1-
montli
Convergent Highly significant Significant Significant Significant No significant
Validity correlations with correlations with correlations correlations correlations
more than two more than two with two with one reported
related measures related measures related related
measures measure
Divergent Significant Significant Significant Difference Differences or
Validity difference from difference from difference from one no data
four or more two or three from one correlated
unrelated unrelated unrelated measure
measures measures measure
Note: Adapted from J. P. Robinson, P. R. Shaver, & L. S. Wrightman (Eds.) (1991). 
Measures o f personality and social attitudes. San Diego: Academic Press
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Procedures: Research Question Two 
Sample: The determination o f sample size depends to a large extent on the 
purpose o f the research (Holton & Burnett, 1997; Whitley, 1996). This study focuses on 
exploring associations and characteristics o f the LTQ factors that suggests new theory 
and builds on existing theory. The minimum sample size was determined using 
Cochran’s Formula (19S3):
no = t2 s2 
d2
nP-n .9S)a(.g3p
(-125)2
n° = (3.84161 (.68891 
(.0156)
no = 2.6465 
.0156
no = 170
t = alpha level (.05). 
s = estimate of variance 
d = 2'A error rate
Two hundred thirty seven participants in training programs from the United 
States Postal Service completed the instruments. Two hundred four sets of instruments 
were usable. This exceeds the minimum sample of 170 indicated by Cochran’s formula. 
The respondents were from the Midwest District and included five training satellite 
offices from five states: Omaha, NE, Sioux Falls, SD, Des Moines, IA, Kansas City, MO, 
and St. Paul, MN. The employees represented a variety of job levels in the organization- 
craft employees (e.g., clerics and carriers), first line supervisors, and middle management
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(e.g., managers and postmasters). Table 5 describes the sample by district, number of 
participants, number of hours o f training, title of training, and title of participants.
Table 5
Sample bv District Number o f Participants. Number o f Hours of Training. Title of 
Training and Title of Participants
District Number of 
Participants
Nuntber of 
Hours of 
Training
Title of Training Title of Participants
Mid American 4 8 Safety Training Craft Employees 
Clerks/Carriers
MidAmerican 14 80 Window Clerk Training Craft Employees 
Clerks/Carriers
MidAmerican 11 8 Supervisor Selection 
Methods
Managers/
Supervisors
MidAmerican 34 4 Delivery Confirmation Managers/Craft/
Postmasters
MidAmerican 5 16 Facilitator Instructor 
Training
Supervisors/Craft
Northland 10 4 Labor Relations Training Managers/
Supervisors
Northland 7 20 Facilitator Training Supervisors/
Craft
Hawkeye 14 24 Reading Dynamics Managers/
Supervisors
Hawkeye 8 32 Rural Carrier Training Craft (Rural Carriers)
Hawkeye 13 4 National Americans with 
Disabilities Training
Managers/
Supervisors
Dakotas 10 20 Postmaster -  Train the 
Trainer Training
Postmasters/
Managers
Dakotas 14 12 Postmaster Re­
certification Training
Postmasters
(table cont.)
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District Number of 
Participants
Number of 
Hours of 
Training
Title of Training Title of Participants
Central Plains 50 32 City Delivery 
Management Training
Manager/
Supervisors
Central Plains 4 104 Mail Classification 
Training
Craft (Clerks)
Central Plains 7 16 Job Instructor Training Craft (Clerks/ 
Carriers)
Measurement Instruments. The instruments used for the study contained 14 of 
the 16 LTQ factors and 28 scales for 17 different previously developed instruments, 
totaling 322 items. All items in this study were quoted verbatim from the 17 instruments 
involved. Approximately one hour of time was required for each respondent to complete 
the 322 items. After synthesizing the 17 instruments, a composite of those instruments 
was prepared and named the Training Transfer Environment Instrument (TTEI) 
consisting of 176 items (see Appendix A) and the Learning Transfer Questionnaire- 
Version 2 (LTQ-2) consisting o f 146 items (see Appendix B).
An exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the LTQ responses to assess 
whether substantial differences in factor structure existed between the sample in this 
study and that used to develop the instrument. Common factor analysis with oblique 
rotation (direct oblimin) was used because that was the procedure used by the instrument 
authors (Holton, Bates, & Ruona, 1999). The results showed that the factor structure in 
this data was almost identical, with all items loading at .30 or higher, and most loadings 
at .40 or higher. For training specific factors, two items from LTQ 11: Opportunity to 
Use Learning loaded more heavily on LTQ 9: Perceived Content Validity, though at a
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low level. For general factors, one item from LTQ 16: Feedback/Performance Coaching 
loaded with LTQ 13: Performance Outcome-Expectations, again at a low level. These 
differences are considered to be within the range of sample specific variations, especially 
for a new instrument such as the LTQ.
Inter-scale correlations were also examined to assess whether the scales 
correlated with each other in a manner similar to that found in Holton, Bates, and Ruona 
(1999). Eighty-two percent of the Pearson product moment correlations were within .0 
- .10 o f the correlations found by the authors. An additional 13% were within .10 - .20. 
The one outlier was the correlation between LTQ 7: Support Support and LTQ 8: 
Supervisor Sanctions which was .28 lower in this study. Generally, correlations in this 
study tended to be higher that those in Holton, Bates, & Ruona (1999). Because such a 
large number of the inter-scale correlations were reasonably close to those found by the 
instrument authors, it was concluded that the scales were operating similar to what 
should be expected.
The training sessions ranged from four hours to 104 hours, with only four 
participants completing the 104-hour training session, and 14 completing 80 hours of 
training. The majority o f the training ranged from 4 to 32 hours. Because o f the wide 
time span between the beginning and end o f the training sessions, there was concern 
about differences in trainee moods affecting the study’s results, especially for training 
sessions of more than one day. Therefore, it was desirable to examine mood change 
between the beginning and the end o f the training sessions. The Positive Affectivity 
and Negative Affectivity Schedule (PANAS) (Watson, Clark, & Tellegan, 1988) was 
used in this study.
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The PANAS was developed as a self-rated mood measure. Positive Affectivity 
and Negative Affectivity can represent affective state or trait dimensions. Tellegan 
(1985) indicated that Positive Affectivity (PA) trait dimensions is related to the 
personality factor o f extroversion. The Negative Affectivity (NA) trait is related to the 
personality factor o f anxiety/ neuroticism. Positive affectivity state dimensions “reflect 
the extent to which a person feels enthusiastic, active and alert. High PA indicates high 
energy, full concentration, and pleasurable engagement. Low PA is characterized by 
sadness and lethargy” (Watson et al., 1988, p. 2). Negative affectivity state dimension is 
a general facet o f subjective distress and unpleasant engagement that assumes a variety 
of aversive mood states. High NA indicates anger, contempt, disgust, guilt, fear, and 
nervousness. Low NA represents a state of calmness and serenity (Watson et al., 1988). 
This study used PA and NA state dimensions to control for respondent mood or state 
changes during training program.
PANAS consists of twenty terms, 10 positive and 10 negative. Respondents are 
asked the extent to which they have experienced each mood state during a specific time 
frame (moment, today, past few days, week, past few weeks, year, and general). 
PANAS is formatted on a five-point Likert scale (i.e., 1 = very slightly or not at all, 2 = a 
little, 3 = moderately, 4 = quite a bit and 5 = extremely). This study requested 
respondents to indicate the “extent you feel this way right now, that is, at the present 
moment.” The “present moment” time frame was used to capture state affectivity at the 
beginning and end o f training. The descriptors for the Positive and Negative Affect 
Schedule are shown in Table 6.
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Table 6
Positive and Negative Affect Schedule Descriptors
POSITIVE TERMS NEGATIVE TERMS
- Interested - Alert -Distressed -Irritable
- Excited - Inspired -Upset - Ashamed
- Strong - Active -Guilty - Nervous
- Enthusiastic - Attentive - Scared -Jittery
- Proud - Determined -Hostile - Afraid
Note: From “Development and Validation of Brief Measures of Positive and Negative Affect: The 
PANAS Scale,” by D. Watson, L. A. Clark, and A. Tellegen, 1989, Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology. 54.6. pp. 1063-1070.
Psychometric data for the PANAS (Watson et al., 1988) was gathered from 
1,002 undergraduate students enrolled in various psychology courses at Southern 
Methodist University, groups of SMU employees, and adults not affiliated with the 
university. Factor analysis indicated that there was no systematic difference between 
student and non-student responses. Mean scores on both Positive Affectivity (PA) and 
Negative Affectivity (NA) scales increased as the rated time frame lengthened. “As the 
rated time period increased, the probability that a subject would have experienced a 
significant amount of a given affect also increased” (Watson et al., 1988, p. 1065). The 
PANAS scale internal consistency reliabilities (Cronbach alpha) were acceptable, ranging 
from .86 to .90 for PA and .84 to .87 for NA. The reliability of the scales were not 
affected by the time instruction given (moment, today, past few days, week, past few 
weeks, year or general) (Watson et al., 1988).
Studies of PA and NA have been conducted in a variety of areas. Researchers 
have found that positive and negative affectivity, as two primary mood dimensions, relate
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differently to various types o f behavioral variables. For example, NA, but not PA, is 
related to self-reported stress and poor coping (Clark & Watson, 1988; Willis, 1986); 
health complaints (Tessler & Mechanic, 1978); and, frequency of unpleasant events 
(Warr, Barter, & Brownbridge, 1.983). In contrast, PA, but not NA, is related to social 
activities and satisfaction, and to the frequency o f pleasant events (Watson, Clark, & 
Tellegan, 1988; Clark & Watson, 1988). The PANAS scale “provides reliable, precise 
and largely independent measures o f positive affect and negative affect, regardless o f the 
subject population studied or the time and response format used” (Watson et al., 1988, 
p. 1067).
Administrative Procedures. Training Specialists for the Midwest District were 
responsible for administering the questionnaires. The researcher provided a prepared 
script explaining the purpose o f the study and directions for completing the 
questionnaires (see Appendix C). The script was to be read to the participants to ensure 
consistency o f the message. The TTEI was completed at the beginning of the training 
sessions. The LTQ-2 was administered at the ending o f the training sessions. Completed 
questionnaires were returned to the researcher for processing.
Data Analysis. The instruments used in this study consisted of interval data. 
Three o f the comparison measures consisted of dichotomous data requiring a true/false 
response. Point bi-serial correlation is a form o f Pearson correlation used when one 
variable is dichotomous and the other is continuous. Thus, Pearson’s Product Moment 
Correlation statistic was used to examine the associations between the 14 LTQ factors 
and the two comparison measures identified for each factor. The correlation matrix for 
the LTQ factors and comparison measures used in this study are found in Appendix D.
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Pearson’s partial correlation coefficients were calculated for the instrument 
administered at the beginning o f the training sessions (TTEI) which consisted o f the 
following measures: Internal Work Motivation Scale, Leader Reward Behavior Punitive 
sub-scale, Task Goal Attribute: Participation in Goal Setting and Feedback sub-scales, 
Self-Efficacy Scale: General sub-scale, Alienation From Work Scale, Critical 
Psychological States Scale, Manifest Needs Questionnaire: Need for Achievement sub­
scale, Work-Related Expectancy: Effort Performance Expectations and Performance 
Reward Expectations sub-scales, Job Descriptive Index: Opportunity for Promotion and 
Supervision sub-scales, Index of Organization Reactions: Financial Elements and 
Supervision sub-scales, Facet Specific Job Satisfaction: Resource Adequacy sub-scale, 
Mastery Scale, Job Dimensions Scale: Feedback sub-scale, and KEY 
Environmental: Work Group Support and Supervisor Encouragement sub-scales).
The LTQ-2 was administered at the end o f the sessions and consisted o f the 
following scales and sub-scales: LTQ 1-Learning Readiness, LTQ 2-Motivation to 
Transfer, LTQ 3-Personal Outcomes Positive, LTQ 4-Personal Outcomes Negative, 
LTQ 5-Personal Capacity to Transfer, LTQ 6-Peer Support, LTQ 7-Supervisor Support, 
LTQ 8-Supervisor Sanctions, LTQ 11-Opportunity to Use Learning, LTQ 12-Transfer 
Effort Performance Expectations, LTQ 13-Performance Outcomes Expectations, LTQ 
14-Resistance to Change, LTQ 15-Performance Self Efficacy, LTQ 16- 
Feedback/Performance Coaching, Perceived Work Environment: Employee
Competence, Employee Motivation, Pressure to Produce, Coworker Cohesion and Task 
Characteristics sub-scales, Work Environment Scale: Management Control, Work 
Pressure and Coworker Cohesion sub-scales, and Group Process Scale).
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An evaluation o f the PANAS scores was conducted to determine mood 
shifts/changes in the respondents between the administration of the first instrument 
(TTEI), and the administration o f the second instrument (LTQ-2). A dependent t-test 
was calculated to determine the difference between positive affect at the beginning and 
end o f the training sessions. A dependent t-test was also calculated to determine the 
difference between negative affect at the beginning and end of the training sessions. 
Pearson’s correlations were also calculated for PANAS scales to examine the individual 
differences in the positive and negative scales. Pearson’s partial correlations measure the 
strength and direction o f a relationship between two variables, while controlling for the 
effect of one or more additional variables (Nunnally & Beinstein, 1994). For this study, 
partial correlations are used, where appropriate, to examine the strength o f the relations 
between the LTQ factors and comparison measures while controlling for any mood shifts 
in the respondents.
Construct validation is a complex issue because the variable o f concern (the 
construct) cannot be directly assessed. Construct validity studies serve to "state the 
degree of validity the measure is presumed to have” (Cronbach & MeehL, 1955, p. 290). 
As such, when examining the convergent and divergent validity of the LTQ, it is helpful 
to think of the LTQ factors as representing points on a continuum (ranging from - 1.00 
to + 1.00) of constructs and measures, remembering that the absolute value provides the 
magnitude of a correlation. It is also helpful to think o f the identified comparisons as 
constructs and measures on that same continuum (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). The 
correlational continuum helps describe associations between variables.
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It is also beneficial to use consistent terminology in describing the magnitude o f 
correlation coefficients. Correlation descriptives widely used in the research community 
were used in this study. Aiy, Jacobs, and Razavieh (1996) described correlation 
descriptives as follows: coefficients ranging from .00 to .19 indicate a negligible 
association; coefficients ranging from .20 to .49 indicate a low association; coefficients 
ranging from .50 to .69 indicate a moderate association; coefficients ranging from .70 to 
.85 indicate a high association; and, coefficients ranging from .86 to 1.00 indicate a very 
high association.
The interpretation o f the magnitude of a correlation coefficient (degree of 
association indicating convergent and divergent validity) is subjective and depends on the 
nature of the study (Williams, 1986). “One way of assessing the size o f a correlation is 
to define a high correlation as one that is higher than its competition and a low 
correlation as one that is lower than its competition” (Ary et al., 1996). Research studies 
have suggested interpretations for convergent and divergent validity based on correlation 
coefficients levels. Watson et al. (1988), in a correlation study to determine how the 
PANAS compared with other brief affect measures (Stone, Hedges, Neale, & Satin, 
1985; Warr et al.,1983) indicated that “all of the mood scales have good convergent 
correlations (r = .76 to r = .92), but none higher than the PANAS scales” (p. 1067). 
The study further indicated the PANAS scales had divergent “correlations consistently 
under .20” (p. 1067).
The Perceived Work Environment Scale (Newman, 1976) was correlated with the 
Job Satisfaction Measure (e.g., pay, promotion, supervision, co-workers and work 
itself). The PWE Supervisory Style sub-scale and the Supervision sub-scale correlation
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coefficient (r = .76) indicated convergent validity. Generally low level correlations such 
as Job Responsibilities and Work (r = .35) indicated divergent validity suggesting that 
the PWE was “not just another measure o f job satisfaction” (p. 529).
Hackman and Oldham (1975) correlated Actors o f the Job Diagnosis Survey 
designed to diagnose existing jobs to determine if they might be redesigned to improve 
employee motivation and productivity. Employees, supervisors, and researchers rated 
focal jobs on the JDS. The median correlation between employees and supervisors was 
.51 and between employees and observers was .63. These correlation coefficients were 
interpreted as indicating that the groups “converge moderately well.”
Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969), in a study correlating the Job in General 
measure with other global measures o f satisfaction (life satisfaction, identification with 
the work organization and trust in management), suggested that convergent validity was 
indicated with correlation coefficients ranging from .66 to .80. Smith (1976), in another 
validation study, correlated the IOR with the Faces measure (r = .56) and the MSQ 
measure (r = .63) and indicated convergent validity evidence.
The above studies identify correlation descriptive levels that were the same or 
very similar to those suggested by Ary et al., (1996). These descriptives were used in 
this study to discuss degrees of association and degrees of convergence and divergence 
between the LTQ factors and comparison measures.
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS OF RESEARCH QUESTION ONE
An extensive review o f the literature was made to identify theoretically and 
psychometrically sound measures to use as comparisons for the factors in the 
nomological network of the LTQ. Fifty-two instruments were investigated for use in this 
study. Seventeen instruments were selected for this study. Other measures were 
candidates for inclusion but were not selected (see Appendix E). Both contemporary 
and historical measures were selected, providing a broad spectrum of standardized 
measures. This chapter describes the findings for research question one, and describes 
why each comparison measure was selected for this study.
The instruments in this study were rated based on the components of the 
instrument evaluation model discussed in Chapter 3 (Robinson et al., 1994). Because 
many studies on transfer climate research have not used psychometrically valid 
measurements, only two of the instruments utilized as comparison measures met some 
degree of validity for each of the eight criteria of the model (i.e., Job Descriptive Index 
and KEYS Environment Scale). Utilizing this framework, two instruments are 
commercial instruments currently used in the field. Utilizing this methodology, two of 
the instruments were rated in the high moderate category (i.e., Leader Reward Behavior 
Scale and Work Related Expectancies Scale). One instrument was rated in the low 
moderate category (i.e., Manifest Need Questionnaire). Although this instrument was in 
the low category it was determined appropriate for the relatively unique LTQ 12: 
Transfer Effort-Performance Expectation factor. The remaining fourteen instruments
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received ratings in the extensive category for evaluating instruments. Table 7 shows this 
researcher’s ratings for the instruments used in this study.
Table 7
Identification of the Instruments Used in This Study in the General Rating Criteria
Instruments Theory Norms Inter-item
correlation a
Factor
Analysis
Test
Re­
test
Convergent
Validity
Divergent
Validity
Work
Environment 
Scale (WES)
4 4 3 3 0 4 0 0
Job Descriptive 
Index (JDI)
4 3 4 4 4 3 1 1
KEYS Environ­
mental Scale
4 3 3 4 4 3 1 3
Perceived Work
Environment
(PWE)
4 2 3 3 4 0 0 3
Internal Work 
Motivation 
Scale (IWMS)
4 3 3 3 0 0 3 0
Index of 
Organizational 
Reactions 
(IOR)
4 2 3 4 4 0 3 0
Leader Reward 
Behavior Scale 
(LRBS)
4 2 3 3 4 0 1 2
Facet Specific 
Job Satisfaction 
(FSJS)
4 3 3 3 4 0 1 0
Work Related 
Expectancies 
Scale (WRES)
4 2 3 4 4 0 1 1
Manifest Needs
Questionnaire
(MNQ)
4 2 0 2 0 2 1 3
(table cont.)
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Instruments Theory Norms Inter-item
correlatioa a
Factor
Analysis
Test
Re­
test
Convergent
Validity
Divergent
Validity
Self-Efficacy 
Scale (SES) 4 3 3 4 4 0 0 0
Critical 
Psychological 
States (CPS)
4 3 3 3 0 0 3 0
Group Process 
Scale (GPS)
4 3 3 4 4 0 0 3
Job Dimensions 
Scale (JDS)
4 3 3 3 0 0 0 3
Mastery Scale
(MS)
4 3 3 4 4 2 3 0
Task Goal
Attribute
(TGA)
4 3 3 3 4 0 0 2
Alienation 
From Work 
Scale (AFWS)
4 0 3 3 0 0 0 2
In situations where no psychometric data could be found for promising candidate
instruments, contacts were made with developers, publishers and editors in an attempt to 
obtain the necessary data. If  the data was not obtained, no determination could be made 
as to whether the instrument met the criteria for inclusion in this study. In such cases, the 
instruments were not used. Practical administrative issues for this study were also taken 
into consideration. Because o f the number of factors being examined in this study, the 
length o f the instruments prepared for use in the study and accessibility to samples o f the 
target population were key concerns.
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Measures Used in this Study
Work Environment Scale (WES), Moos, (1994). WES was developed to 
measure the social environment of different types o f work settings. The 90-item 
instrument is comprised of three dimensions: 1) Relationship Dimension, defined as 
human relation characteristics such as the quality of the relationships between employees 
and supervisors; 2) Personal Growth Dimension, defined as employees’ appraisal o f the 
work situation; and, 3) Systems Maintenance and Change Dimension, defined as the 
nature of the tasks they perform and how work groups are organized (Moos, 1994). 
The three dimensions consist of ten sub-scales designed to measure the actual social 
environment in the workplace (see Table 8). The format for the WES requires 
True/False responses to each statement.
Table 8
Work Environment Scale: Dimensions. Sub-scales and Definitions
RELATIONSHIP Involvement: The extent to which employees are concerned
DIMENSIONS about and committed to their job.
Coworker Cohesion: The extent to which employees are friendly 
and supportive of each other.
Supervisor Support: The extent to which management is 
supportive of employees and encourage employees to be 
supportive of one another.
PERSONAL GROWTH 
DIMENSIONS
Autonomy: The extent to which employees are encouraged to be 
self-sufficient and to make their own decisions.
Task Orientation: The emphasis on good planning, efficiency, 
and getting the job done.
Work Pressure: The degree to which high work demands and 
time pressure dominate the job milieu.
(table cont.)
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SYSTEMS
MAINTENANCE
AND
CHANGE
DIMENSIONS
Clarity: Whether employees know what to expect in their daily 
routine and bow explicitly rales and policies are 
communicated.
Managerial Control: The extent to which management uses rales 
and procedures to keep employees under control.
Innovation- The emphasis on variety, change and new 
approaches.
Physical Comfort: The extent to which the physical surrounding 
contribute to a pleasant work environment.
N ote: F rom  T he Work E n v iro n m en t Scale M anual by R. H . Moos, 1994, Palo Alto, CA: Consulting 
Psychologists Press, Inc.
The WES was designed to measure the social climate of all types of work 
environments. Social dimate affects each individual’s behavior, feelings, personal 
growth, morale and job performance (Moos, 1994). The conceptual framework for 
WES is based in organizational climate theory and focuses on the determinants and 
outcomes of work climates. The framework reflects the idea that specific work stressors 
(e.g., relationship, task, and systems) employee’s face on the job stem from the three 
dimensions.
Moos (1994) conducted a study using a sample of 624 employees and managers 
from 44 different work settings (e.g., municipal employees in administration, finance, 
community services, maintenance, and security; maintenance and production workers in 
a large factory; drivers, mechanics and forklift operators in a trucking firm; employees in 
a soft-drink bottling plant; employees in an electronics firm; and employee in health care 
employment settings). The findings showed “that the average sub-scale inter-correlation 
coefficient was .25, reflecting that the sub-scale items measured relatively distinct 
characteristics of work settings” (Moos, 1994, p .21).
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Moos (1994) used a sample of 1,045 employees (retail food industry, office 
managers, clerical workers, radio station workers, employees in education and health 
care workers) to examine internal consistency reliabilities for the ten sub-scales. The 
results indicated that reliability scores were in an acceptable range (e.g., involvement, 
.84; coworker cohesion, .69; supervisor support, .77; autonomy, .73; task orientation, 
.76; work pressure, .80; clarity, .79; managerial control .76; innovation, .86, physical 
comfort, .81). A  recommended Cronbach alpha internal consistency level is .70 or above 
(NunnaUy & Bernstein, 1994).
Moos (1994) examined test-retest reliabilities from two longitudinal studies using 
a sample of 756 individuals who were in the same work settings. Using the same 
measuring instrument with the two testings separated by one year, the reliability scores 
were as follows: involvement, .63; coworker cohesion, .56; supervisor support, .57; 
autonomy, .55; task orientation, .56; work pressure, .62; clarity, .60; managerial control, 
.63; innovation, .59; and physical comfort, .64. The Pearson’s correlations indicated 
satisfactory consistency in the data.
Billings, Cronkite and Moos (1983) obtained normative data from 8,146 
employees involving 116 work groups from a variety of organizations. Mean scores 
ranged from 4.09 to 5.86 and standard deviations ranged from 1.93 to 2.33 for the ten 
sub-scales of the WES. The WES has been translated for use outside of the United 
States into French, German, Dutch, Japanese, Spanish, Portuguese, Hebrew, and 
Vietnamese (Moos, 1994).
Three WES sub-scales were used in this study. The Coworker Cohesion sub­
scale of WES was correlated with LTQ 6 - Peer Support because both sub-scales
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examined interaction among coworkers. The Work Pressure sub-scale of WES was 
correlated the LTQ 5-Personal Capacity to Transfer because both measures addressed 
time as it relates to the demands o f the job. Finally, the Managerial Control sub-scale 
was correlated with the LTQ 4-Personal Outcomes-Negative because both assessed 
perceived managerial impact on employee performance.
Job Descriptive Index (JDI), Smith, Kendall and Hulin, (1969). The JDI was 
developed to  assess an individual’s job satisfaction. Balzer, Kihm, Smith, Irwin, 
Bachiochi, Robie, Sinar and Parra (1997) defined job satisfaction as “the feelings a 
worker has about his or her job experiences in relation to previous experiences, current 
expectations, or available alternatives” (p. 10).
The JDI consists of 90 items and has five sub-scales (see Table 7). The format 
requested respondents to describe their work (rather than their feelings about their work) 
by indicating “Yes” if the item describes his or her job, “No” if the item does not 
describe his or her job, or “?” if he or she cannot decide (see Table 9).
Table 9
Job Descriptive Index Sub-scales and Definitions
WORK The employee’s satisfaction with the work itself. Satisfying work is
thought to be work that can be accomplished and is intrinsically
challenging.
PAY Employee attitudes toward pay and the perceived difference between
actual pay and expected pay (the value of the perceived inputs and
the job and the pay of others holding similar jobs or possessing
similar qualifications).
OPPORTUNITY The employee’s satisfaction with the company’s promotion policy
FOR and the administration of the policy. It is thought to involve the
PROMOTION frequency, importance and desirability of promotions.
(table cont.)
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
SUPERVISION An employee’s satisfaction with his or her supervisors). The more
considerate and employee centered (praise good performance, takes 
personal interest in employees, provide feedback and listens to 
subordinate opinions), the greater the level of employee satisfaction 
with the supervisor.
CO-WORKER The extent to which employee’s assess the level of satisfaction with
fellow employees. The degree of satisfaction is thought to be 
determined by the work-related interactions among coworkers and 
the mutual liking or admiration among fellow employees.
Note: From The Job TIser’s Maniial by P. C. Smith, L. M. Kendall, and C. L. Hulin,
1985, Bowling Green State University: Department of Psychology.
The theoretical framework for the JDI is established in job satisfaction theory. 
The concepts reflect the idea that job satisfaction factors (i.e., work, pay, promotion, 
supervision, and coworkers) are principal components in worker motivation and worker 
behavior (Balzer et al., 1997).
The JDI was developed “to generate scores indicative of satisfaction with a 
number o f discriminably different aspects of the work situation: work, pay, promotion, 
supervision, and people” (Balzer et al., 1997, p. 4). A series o f four validation studies 
were conducted over a five-year period (Smith et al., 1969). The results of cluster and 
factor analysis showed that item loadings on major factors were higher than their 
loadings on other factors. These results also demonstrated that the JDI factor structure.
O’Reilly, Britton and Roberts (1974) conducted a correlational study with the 
JDI and Organizational Commitment Scale using 252 military officers and technicians. 
The correlation coefficients for each scale were: Work = .56, Pay = .46, Promotion = 
.34, Supervision = .40, and Co-workers = .47. The Work sub-scale had the strongest 
association.
66
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Schneider and Dachler (1978) examined the stability of JDI for two periods, 16 
months apart. The sample consisted of 541 managers and 306 non-managers working in 
a single organization. For managers, the test-retest reliability coefficient for the Work, 
Pay, Promotion, Supervision and Co-workers sub-scales were .61, .61, .64, .46, and 
.47, respectively. For non-managers, the reliability coefficients were .66, .62, .56, .45, 
and .58, respectively.
The JDI was revised in 1985 to incorporate changes over time in jobs and 
language that might affect the effectiveness of the measure. The five original scales were 
retained. Factor analysis accounted for most of the common variance. Internal reliability 
coefficient across six samples was .88 (Smith et al., 1987).
A random sampling procedure, stratified by state population, was used to 
establish normative data for the JDI (Smith-Jentsch et al., 1996). A sample of working 
individuals was obtained from the 1990 United States Census and Social Security data 
base. Internal reliability estimates for each of the five sub-scales were calculated with the 
1600 cases from the national norm data base. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient estimates of 
reliability for each of the sub-scales were as follows: Work = .90; Pay = .86; 
Opportunities for Promotion = .87; Supervision = .91; and, Co-workers = .91. Principal 
axis factor analysis accounted for 36% of variance in studies for the 1997 version o f the 
JDI. High item-total correlations were reported, with a median of r = .55.
DeMeuse (1985) indicated that the JDI was the most frequently used measure o f 
job satisfaction. The JDI has been translated into other languages for use outside o f the 
United States. The foreign languages include: Dutch, German, Greek, Norwegian, 
Portuguese, Spanish, and Chinese.
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The JDI: Opportunity for Promotion and Supervision sub-scales were correlated 
with the LTQ 3 - Positive Personal Outcomes and the LTQ 7 - Supervisor Support sub­
scales, respectively. In the first comparison set both sub-scales appear to address 
employee expectations of rewards from their employer. In the second comparison set 
both sub-scales appear to address the supervisor impact on employee job performance.
KEYS Environmental Scales (KEYS), Amabile, Burnside, and Gryskiewicz 
(1995). KEYS was developed to  assess element in the work climate that can impact 
creativity and to assess perceived stimulants and obstacles to creativity in organizational 
work environments (Amabile et al., 1995). KEYS is comprised of 78 items with ten 
sub-scales (see Table 10). The measure focuses on three aspects of work environment: 
stimulants to creativity, obstacles to creativity, and outcome scales. KEYS uses a four- 
point Likert scale (i.e., never, sometimes, often, always).
Table 10
KEYS Environmental Scale Dimensions and Definitions
ORGANIZATIONAL An organizational culture that encourages creativity through fair,
ENCOURAGEMENT constructive judgment of ideas, reward and recognition for
FOR CREATIVITY creative work, mechanisms for developing new ideas, an active
flow of ideas, and a shared vision of what the organization is 
trying to do.
SUPERVISORY 
ENCOURAGEMENT 
OF CREATIVITY
WORKGROUP
SUPPORT
FREEDOM
A supervisor who sets a good work model, sets goals 
appropriately, supports the work group values individual 
contributions and shows confidence in the work group.
A diversely skilled work group in which people communicate 
well, are open to new ideas, constructively challenge each other’s 
work, trust and help each other, and feel committed to the work 
they are doing.
Freedom in deciding what work to do or how to do it; a sense of 
control over one’s work.
(table corn.)
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SUFFICIENT
RESOURCES
Access to appropriate resources, including funds, materials, 
facilities and information.
CHALLENGING
WORK
A sense of having to work hard on challenging tasks and 
important projects.
ORGANIZATIONAL
IMPEDIMENTS
An organizational culture that impedes creativity through internal 
political problems, harsh criticism of new ideas, destructive 
internal competition, an avoidance of risk, and an over emphasis 
on the status quo.
WORK PRESSURE Extreme time pressure, unrealistic expectations for productivity, 
and distractions from creative work.
CREATIVITY A creative organization or unit, where a great deal of creativity is 
called for and where people believe they actually produce creative 
work.
PRODUCTIVITY An efficient, effective, and productive organization or unit.
Note. From The KEYS User’s Guide: Assessing the Climate for Creativity, by T. M. Amabile, 1995, 
Greensboro, N C: The Center for Creativity Leadership.
KEYS is based on creativity and innovation theory. The conceptual framework 
proposes three organizational components: Organizational Motivation to Innovate,
of creativity; Resources, which refers to all that the organization has available (time, 
systems, processes, strategic goals, etc.) to aid in the targeted areas for innovation; and, 
Management Practices, which measures the freedom or autonomy allowed in conducting 
work (Amabile, 1988). “According to the theory, these three organizational components 
constitute the work environment that influences individual and team creativity” (Amabile, 
1988, p. 22).
Studies were conducted using 12,525 respondents (Amabile, 1988; Amabile & 
Gryskiewicz, 1989). The respondents represented a variety of program attendees at the 
Center for Creative Leadership and employees in a variety of functions and departments
which identifies the basic orientation of the organization toward innovation and support
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from over 26 organizations (industrial, high technology, biotechnology, electronics, 
health, and pharmaceuticals products). The findings from the studies showed that KEYS 
had “an acceptable factor structure; the median scale reliability was .84; all items 
correlated more strongly with their own scale than they did with any other scale; and 
test-retest reliability over a three month period was above .70" (Amabile, Gryskiewicz, 
Burnside, & Koester, 1990, p. 26). Correlation studies comparing KEYS with the Work 
Preference Inventory (a personality measure o f motivational orientation) and the Kirton- 
Adaption-Innovation Inventory (a cognitive style measure) showed relatively low 
correlations suggesting divergent validity and “that respondents’ ratings of their work 
environment are not merely reflections of their own personal characteristics” (Amabile et 
al., 1990, p. 26). KEYS correlated moderately with the Work Environment Scale 
(WES) indicating that both measures assess different aspects of the work environment.
Supervisory Encouragement of Creativity and Work Group Support sub-scales 
from the KEYS were used in this study. The Supervisory Encouragement o f Creativity 
sub-scale was correlated to the LTQ 7 - Supervisor Support because both appear to 
address the effect of supervisors’ management styles on employee performance. The 
Work Group Support sub-scale was correlated to the LTQ 14 - Resistance to Change 
because both sub-scales address aspects of group support for change.
Perceived Work Environment (PWE), Newman (1976). PWE was developed 
as a comprehensive measure of employee perceptions of the work environment. It was 
designed to assess the current state of a given work environment and to evaluate the 
effect of programs aimed at modifying organized work environments (Newman, 1976). 
The PWE consists of 60 items with 11 sub-scales and is formatted on a five-point Likert
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scale (never true, almost never true, sometimes true, almost always true and always true 
(see Table 11).
Table 11
Perceived Work Environment Sub-scales and Definitions
SUPERVISORY STYLE
TASK CHARACTERISTICS
PERFORMANCE REWARD 
RELATIONSHIP
CO WORKER RELATIONS
EMPLOYEE WORK MOTIVATION
The extent to which the supervisor is open, supportive 
and considerate.
The extent to which the jobs/tasks ate characterized 
by variety, challenge, and worthwhile 
accomplishments.
The extent to which rewards such as promotions and 
salary increases are based on performance rather th an  
on other considerations such as favoritism.
The extent to which coworkers are trusting, 
supporting, friendly and cooperative.
The extent to which employees show concern for the 
quality o f their work, try to get ahead and are involved 
in their work.
EQUIPMENT AND ARRANGEMENT 
OF PEOPLE AND EQUIPMENT
EMPLOYEE COMPETENCE
DECISION MAKING POLICY
WORK SPACE
PRESSURE TO PRODUCE
JOB RESPONSIBILITY 
/IMPORTANCE
The extent to which equipment and the arrangement of 
people and equipment allows for efficient and effective 
work operations
The extent to which the employees have the proper 
background, training and know-how to do what is 
expected o f them.
The extent to which employees take part in decisions 
that affect their work situations.
The extent to which employees have adequate work 
space and freedom to move about.
The extent to which there are pressures to produce.
The extent to which employees see responsibility as 
part of their job and the work as necessary to the 
successful operation of the organization.
Note. From “Development of a Measure of Perceived Work Environment”, by J. E. Newman, 1977, 
Academy of Management Journal. 20.4, pp. 520-534.
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The PWE is based in organizational climate research. The theoretical framework 
for the PWE assumes that behavior is a function of the person and that person’s 
environment (Newman, 1976). “This Lewinian framework emphasizes the perceptual 
basis of behavior. Thus, before we can understand human behavior in organizations, we 
must know how people perceive the environment in which they work” (Newman, 1976, 
p. 521). The framework further suggests that a person’s perception of the organization 
depend on his/her location in the organization (job level) and the person’s personal 
characteristics.
A validation study (Newman, 1975) using principal component analysis was 
conducted to assess the dimensions of the PWE. Interpretability of the components was 
aided by rotating the components to approximate simple structure using the varimax 
criterion. Items that loaded on several components or on none were eliminated, and the 
remaining items were component analyzed and rotated again. This process resulted in 60 
items and 11 components.
Validation data for the PWE is based on five studies. The samples represented 
employees from all levels of the organization across all functional departments (i.e., 
executive, accounting, personal, records, administration services, underwriting, claims, 
and policyholder services). The initial study used a sample of 710 employees from a mid­
west regional office of a large, multi-line insurance company. The results indicated 
acceptable levels o f reliability (median range .71) for all of the scales with exception o f 
the job responsibility/importance sub-scale. The reliability scores were similar in the four 
replication studies indicating the same underlying dimensional structure (Newman, 
1977). A comparison of the factor solutions from the five data collections reported that
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the factor congruence coefficients for the 11-factor structure ranged from .45 to .95 with 
a median of .82 (Harman, 1971). The PWE was correlated with the Job in General scale 
(Smith et al, 1969) with coefficients ranging from .10 to .40. indicating that the PWE 
scales “are not just another measures of job satisfaction” (Newman, 1977, p. 529). The 
PWE variables were related to variables in its nomological network as predicted by the 
theoretical framework on which the instrument was based (Newman, 1977).
Five PWE scales w oe used in this study: Employee Competence, Employee 
Work Motivation, Coworker Relations, Task Characteristics and Pressure to Produce. 
Employee Competence was correlated with the LTQ1: Learning Readiness sub-scale 
because both examined employee readiness. Employee Work Motivation was compared 
with the LTQ 2: Motivation to Transfer Learning because both sub-scales seem to 
address employee motivation. Coworker Relations was correlated with the LTQ 6: Peer 
Support because both examined how employees interact with each other. Task 
Characteristics was compared to LTQ 11: Opportunity to Use Learning because both 
sub-scales addressed characteristics of employee job tasks. And, Pressure to Produce 
was compared to LTQ 5: Personal Capacity to Transfer because both sub-scales 
examined work pressure on the job.
Internal W ork Motivation Scale (IWMS), Hackman and Oldham (1975). This 
scale was designed to assess the degree to which employees are self-motivated to 
perform effectively. IWMS is a six item scale with a seven-point Likert response format 
(disagree strongly, disagree, disagree slightly, neutral, agree slightly, agree, and agree 
strongly).
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The theoretical basis for the IWMS is work redesign theory. The Motivation- 
hygiene theory (Herzberg, 1966) of satisfaction and motivation has been the most 
influential theory relevant to work redesign (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). The theory 
suggests that the “primary determinants o f employee satisfaction are factors intrinsic to 
the work (e.g., recognition, achievement, responsibility, advancement, personal growth, 
and competence)” (Herzberg, 1966, p. 251). Herzberg’s theory suggests that a job will 
enhance work motivation and satisfaction “only to the degree that motivators are 
designed into the work itself” (p. 251).
A validation study (Hackman & Oldham, 1975) using 658 employees in seven 
organizations reported an overall mean (5.39) and standard deviation (.96), and a 
Spearman-Brown internal reliability coefficient of .76. Within this sample, the IWMS 
measure was correlated with the General Job Satisfaction scale (r = 51); the Growth 
Satisfaction scale (r = 56); and the Experienced Meaningfulness o f Work scale (r = .66).
Oldham (1976) studied 60 employees in a manufacturing company and used the 
Job Diagnostic Survey which includes the six- item IWMS measure. IWMS scores were 
correlated with supervisory ratings of quality (r = .25), work quantity (r = .22), and 
work effort (r = .22).
Kim and Schuler (1979) studied 272 public utility employees and reported a 
coefficient alpha of .79 for the IWMS scale. Oldham, Hackman, and Stepina (1978) 
combined results from several investigations into an overall sample size of 6,930. 
Spearman-Brown internal reliability was .69, the overall mean (5.50) and standard 
deviation (.89).
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The Internal Work Motivation Seale was used in this study and was compared to 
the LTQ 2: Motivation to Transfer sub-scale. The basis for the comparison was that 
both measures examined motivational factors affecting employee performance on the job.
Index of Organizational Reactions (IOR), Smith (1976). The IOR was 
developed to measure multiple facets of employee job satisfaction and perceived 
relationships between job features and work performance (Smith, 1976). The IOR is 
comprised of 42 items with eight sub-scales (see Table 12). Participants were asked to  
respond to the items using a five or six-point Likert scale.
Table 12
Index of Organizational Reaction Sub-scales and Definitions
SUPERVISION 
AMOUNT OF WORK
CO-WORKERS
CAREER FUTURE
KIND OF WORK
PHYSICAL CONDITION 
OF WORK
FINANCIAL ELEMENTS
COMPANY
IDENTIFICATION
How employees feel about the supervision they receive.
The extent to which the amount of work employees are expected to 
do influence the way they do their job.
The way co-woikers get along with each other.
The chances for advancement on the job.
How employees feel about the kind of work they do.
How employees’ physical working conditions aflect the way they 
do their job.
Whether payment practices encourage or discourage hard work.
How working for the organization encourages or discourages 
employees’ from doing their best work.
Note. From “The Index of OrppiMHnMl Reactions." by F. J. Smith, 1976, Catalog of Selected 
Documents in Psychology, 6, Ms. No. 1265.
The theoretical framework o f the IOR is based in job satisfaction theory. Job 
satisfaction is considered to be an attitude which results from a balancing of many 
specific likes and dislikes experienced in the job (Smith, 1976). This attitude manifests
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itself in a person’s evaluation of the job and that person’s perception o f the 
organization’s commitment to helping employees attain their personal objectives.
Validation studies were conducted using five samples made up of 12,971 
employees (supervisors, retail employees, and random clusters o f exempt employees 
from field support units) from several thousand locations among different work functions 
and departments within Sears, Roebuck and Company. Internal reliabilities were 
calculated for the scales of the IOR as follows: Supervision = .90, Company 
Identification = .82, Kind of Work = .89, Amount of Work = .77, Co-workers = .77, 
Physical Conditions -  .90, Financial Rewards -  .85, and Career Future = .83. IOR 
scales were analyzed using principal component factor analysis. The IOR scales 
produced virtually identical factor structures across the five different samples of workers 
in studies conducted over the three year period.
IOR was placed into a multitrait-multimethod matrix with the Job Description 
Index (JDI), Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) and a set of Facets scales 
which supported convergent and divergent validity. All methods o f measuring the eight 
satisfaction measures produced evidence o f convergent validity when compared to the 
other measures. The average correlations with the IOR were: JDI (r = .47), MSQ (r — 
.63), and Facets (r = .59).
The Financial Elements and Supervision sub-scales of the Index of Organizational 
Reaction were used in this study. The Financial Elements sub-scale was correlated with 
the LTQ 3: Personal Outcomes Positive because both sub-scales addressed employee 
expectations for rewards. The IOR Supervision sub-scale was compared to LTQ 8:
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Supervisor Sanctions because both sub-scales appeared to address perceptions o f how 
negative reactions from supervisors influence employee job performance.
Leader Reward Behavior Scale (LRBS), Sims and Szilagyi, (1975). The 
LRBS was designed to measure the extent to which a subordinate perceives that positive 
or negative rewards received through his/her supervisor reflect his/her job performance 
(Sims & Szilagyi, 1975). This scale contains two sub-scales: Positive Reward 
Behavior and Punitive Reward Behavior (see Table 13). The LRBS is formatted with a 
seven-point Likert scale with response alternatives that range from very false to very 
true.
Table 13
Leader Reward Behavior Sub-scales and Definitions
POSITIVE REWARD The extent to which employees perceive that positive rewards received
BEHAVIOR from supervisors reflect their actual job performance.
PUNITIVE REWARD The extent to which employees perceive that negative actions received
BEHAVIOR from supervisors reflect their actual job performance.
Note. From “Leader Reward Behavior and Subordinate Satisfaction and Performance,” by H. P. Sims 
and A. D. Szilagyi, 1975, O rg an iza tio n a l B ehav io r an d  H um an P erfo rm ance. 14. 426-438.
The conceptual framework of the LRBS is based on leadership theory. A
number of studies have been conducted on leader positive and negative reward behavior.
A review of literature by Podskof£ Todor, Grover, and Huber (1984) found that praise
and contingent rewards usually increase subordinate satisfaction and performance. The
importance of recognition and appropriate rewards has also been noted in case studies on
effective organizations (Peters & Austin, 1985; Peters & Waterman, 1982).
Sims and Szilagyi (1975) administered this scale to a sample of 1161 paramedical
and support personnel in a university medical center. A sub-sample o f630 respondents
77
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
were used for the main analysis. Spearman-Brown internal reliability coefficients were 
.93 for Positive Reward Behavior and .70 for Punitive Reward Behavior. For a sub­
sample of S3 administrative personnel, 243 professional personnel, 116 technical 
personnel and 216 service personnel, the Positive Reward Behavior Scale had a positive 
degree of relationship with the Job Descriptive Index. Correlations ranged from .18 to 
.83, with a median score of .42. The Punitive Reward Behavior scale was independent 
of the Job Descriptive Index.
Keller and Szilagyi (1978), using 192 managerial, engineering, and supervisory 
manufacturing employees, reported that factor analysis confirmed the two-factor 
structure of the LRBS, with congruency coefficients o f  .95 for Positive Reward Behavior 
and .91 for Punitive Reward Behavior. Spearman-Brown internal reliabilities were .92 
and .88, respectively.
The results also indicated that perceived Positive Reward Behavior correlated 
with the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire, r = .66, and with the Supervisor 
Behavior Description Questionnaire, r =.81 . Punitive Reward Behavior was also 
correlated with the LBDQ and the SBDQ, r = .33 and r = .49, respectively. Data from 
the previous studies were further analyzed by Sims and Szilagyi (1979), and Szilagyi 
(1980), showing coefficient a  = .91 for Positive Reward Behavior and a  = .92 for 
Punitive Reward Behavior.
In this study, the LRBS: Punitive Reward Behavior sub-scale was correlated with 
the LTQ 8: Supervisor Sanctions. Both sub-scales appear to examine the effect of 
perceived negative supervisor actions (or reactions) on employee job performance.
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Facet-Specific Job Satisfaction (FSJS), Quinn and Staines (1979). The FSJS 
was designed to measure a worker’s evaluation o f his or her job. The scale consists of 
33 items with six sub-scales as shown in Table 14. The FSJS format asks respondents to 
respond to a four-point Likert scale (i.e., very true, somewhat true, a little true, and not 
true at all) scored four to one, respectively.
Table 14
Facet Specific Job Satisfaction Sub-scales and Definitions
COMFORT The extent to which employees have pleasant physical surrounding 
free of conflicting and excessive work demands.
CHALLENGE The extent to which work is interesting and provides freedom to do 
the job.
FINANCIAL REWARDS The extent to which pay, job security and job benefits are good.
RELATIONS WITH 
CO-WORKERS
The extent to which co-workers are friendly and cooperative. 
The extent to which information, equipment, supervisor and co-
RESOURCE ADEQUACY worker support is available.
PROMOTIONS The extent to which promotions are available and awarded fairly.
Note. From The 1977 Quality of Employment Survey: Descriptive Statistics, with Comparison Data 
from the 1969-70 and the 1972-73 Surveys, R. P Quinn and G. L. Stains, Aim Arbor, MI: Institute for 
Social Research.
The FSJS was developed as a part o f a national quality of employment survey 
from 1969 to 1977 designed to describe, interpret and monitor the “aspect o f our society 
we call quality of employment” (Quinn & Staines, 1979, p. 1). The conceptual 
framework is based in job satisfaction theory. This theory reflects the idea that job 
satisfaction is a principal component in employee work motivation and job behavior. It 
also states that conditions at work have implications for other aspects o f individual lives 
and society as a whole (Quinn & Staines, 1979).
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FSJS was based on the average worker’s satisfaction with specific job facets. In 
validation studies by Quinn and Staines (1979), applicability to all types and levels of 
employees was the criterion for item selection. A sample o f 1,515 respondents 
representative of all employed adults, all industries, from all occupations in the United 
States were used in the study. The findings for mean value, standard deviation, and 
alpha reliability coefficients for each of the sub-scales were as follows: Comfort, M 
=2.87, §D = .57, a  = .69; Challenge, M — 3.00, SD = .68, a  = .88; Financial rewards M 
= 2.89, §D = .81, a = .66; Relations with Co-workers, M = 3.26, SD = .61, at —.61; 
Resource adequacy, M  = 3.19, SD  = 57, at = .88; and, Promotions, M  =  2.46, SD = 
.86, a = .76. An overall mean and standard deviation of 3.66 and 1.02 was reported for 
the study, with an average alpha coefficient o f .77. The sue factor structure was derived 
using factor analysis (Quinn & Staines, 1979). FSJS was moderately correlated (r = .55) 
with Facet-free Job Satisfaction (Quinn & Staines, 1979).
The Resource Adequacy sub-scale o f the Facet Specific Job Satisfaction Scale 
was included in this study. This sub-scale was compared with the LTQ 11: Opportunity 
to Use Learning sub-scale because both measures appeared to measure the employees’ 
access to work resources.
Work-Related Expectancies Scale (WRES), Sims, Szilagyi, and McKemey 
(1976). This scale is a measure of employees’ perceived outcomes from working hard. 
WRES was developed from items used by House and Dressier (1974). The 26-item 
scale consists of two work-related expectancy sub-scales (see Table 15). WRES 
responses are formatted on a seven point Likert scale, ranging from definitely not true to 
definitely true.
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Table 15
Work Related Expectancies Sub-scales and Definitions
EFFORT-PERFORMANCE 
EXPECTANCY (E-l)
An estimate of the probability that putting effort into one’s 
job will yield good performance.
PERFORMANCE-REWARD 
EXPECTANCY (E-2)
An estimate of the perceived probability that good 
performance will lead to rewards.
Note. From “Antecedents of Work Related Expectancies,” by H. P. Sims, A. D. Szilagyi, and D. R. 
McKemey, 1976, Academy of  M anagem ent Journal 19.4 . p. 547-559.
The conceptual framework for WRES is based in expectancy theory. According 
to Vroom (1964), an expectancy is the subjective probability that effort will lead to a 
given level of outcome. Vroom (1964) described expectancy as the degree to which a 
person believes that his/her high effort would lead to high performance. Within the 
expectancy theory context, three primary variables have emerged: E-l Effort- 
performance expectancy (the worker’s perceived connection between effort and j'ob 
performance); E-2 Performance-outcome instrumentality (the perceived relationship 
between effort and j'ob performance); and, E-3 the valence o f j'ob outcomes (the 
perceived value of events on the job). Expectancy theory “focuses on the proposition 
that work-related behavior can be predicted if the subjective probabilities o f outcomes 
and the anticipated value of outcomes to individuals are known” (Sims et al., 1976, p. 
547).
A validation study (Harman, 1971) using 931 university medical center 
employees in five different occupational categories (e.g., administrative, professional, 
technical, clerical, and service) was conducted. Factor analysis showed that the two 
principal factors (E-l and E-2) emerged. The stability of the factor structure across the 
occupational groups was also evident. The E -l congruency coefficients ranged from .99
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to .96 (M ~ 97.8), and the E-2 coefficients ranged from .97 to .91 (M = 94.5). The 
Spearman-Brown internal reliability coefficients were .87 and .94 for the E-l and E-2 
sub-scales, respectively. Using a sample o f 192 profession, managerial, and supervisor 
employees (Keller and Szilagyi, 1978) reported Spearman-Brown coefficients of .82 and 
.85 for E-l and E-2, respectively.
Using the university medical center sample, Sims and Szilagyi (1979) conducted 
correlational studies on the E-l (Eflbrt-Perfbrmance Expectancy) and E-2 (Performance- 
Reward Expectancies) sub-scales. The Positive Reward Behavior Scale (Sims, & 
Szilagyi, 1979), was correlated with the E-l sub-scale (r = .10) indicating divergent 
validity. The E-2 was also correlated with the Positive Reward Behavior Scale (r = .55), 
indicating a moderate degree of convergence. When correlated with the Feedback Scale 
of the Job Characteristics Inventory (Sims, Szilagyi & Keller, 1976) the E-2 showed 
correlation scores of .55 and .37, respectively. E-l correlation scores were below .10 
in both studies indicating a negligible degree of divergence.
Both the EfFort-Performance Expectancy and Perfonnance-Reward Expectancy 
sub-scales of the WRES were used in this study. They were correlated with the LTQ: 12 
Transfer Effort-Performance Expectancy and the LTQ 13: Performance Outcomes 
Expectancy, respectively. The Effort-Performance Expectancy and LTQ 12 sub-scale 
comparison was made because the sub-scales appear to examine effort-based 
performance expectations. The Performance Reward Expectancy and LTQ 13 sub-scale 
comparison was made because both sub-scales addressed employee perceived outcomes 
for quality performance.
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Manifest Needs Questionnaire (MNQ), Steers and Braunstein (1976). The 
MNQ was designed to measure four needs of individuals through behaviorally-based 
items with specific reference to work settings. The 20>item scale is formatted on a 
seven-point Likert scale (i.e., always, almost always, usually, sometimes, seldom, almost 
never, never) scored seven to one, respectively (see Table 16).
Table 16
Manifest Needs Questionnaires Sub-scales and Definitions
NEED FOR The desire or tendency to do things rapidly improve past performance
ACHIEVEMENT and take risks to get ahead at work.
NEED FOR The degree to which employees pay attention to the feeling of others at
AFFILIATION work.
NEED FOR The extent to which employees have enough freedom to do the job.
AUTONOMY
NEED FOR The extent to which employee strive to gain more control over
DOMINANCE organizing and directing activities, and leading group interactions at
work.
N ote. From “A behaviorally-based measure o f manifest needs in work settings,” by R. M Steers and D. 
N . Braunstein, 1976. Journal o f  Vocational Behavior 9 .2 5 1 -2 6 6 .
The theoretical base for the MNQ is drawn from the work o f Maslow (1943, 
1954) and Alderfer (1969), referring to the needs at the upper levels within an assumed 
hierarchy such as those of personal growth and development, accomplishment, and self 
actualization.
Steers and Braunstein (1976) studied 96 management students employed in
various jobs. The results o f the study indicated for Achievement a mean of (4.3) and
standard deviation of (.71), an alpha coefficient of .66, and with a sub-sample of 41 the
test-retest correlation over a two week period was .72; for Affiliation (M = 4.1, -
.56), a = .76, a test-retest correlation coefficient of .75; for Autonomy, h f = 3.7, §D =
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.62, a  = .61, and a test retest correlation coefficient o f .77; and, for Dominance, M = 
4.2, £D = 1.09, a = .83, and a test-retest correlation coefficient of .77. The MNQ was 
also correlated with Jackson’s Personality Research Form (1969). Correlations were: 
.61 for Achievement, .40 for Affiliation, .42 for Autonomy and .62 for Dominance.
Steers (1977) studied a sample of 382 hospital employees in conjunction with 
findings from a sample of 119 scientist, and engineers and reported scores for means and 
standard deviations as follows: Achievement, M = 4.1 and ££) = .81; Affiliation, M = 
4.1 and SD = .61: Autonomy. M —3.4 and = .89; and, Dominance, M = 3.8 and 
SD = 1.18. Correlations between MNQ scale scores and Need-Related Behavioral 
ratings obtained from a sub-sample o f 62 were r — .58, .46, .44 and .49, respectively. 
The Need for Achievement sub-scale was found to correlate with the Job Involvement 
Scale (r = .31) and the Organizational Commitment Scale (r = .32).
Steers (1977) examined the relationship between individual need strengths 
(MNQ), with Job Involvement and Job Satisfaction, utilizing a sample of 133 supervisors 
from a public utility company. The results indicated a divergent relationship with the 
two attitude scales.
The Need for Achievement sub-scale from the Manifest Need Questionnaire was 
used in this study. The sub-scale was compared to LTQ 12: Transfer Effort-Performance 
Expectancies because both seemed to address an aspect o f employee-initiated effort on 
job performance.
Self-Efficacy Scale (SES), Sherer, Maddux, Mercandante, Dunn, Jacobs, and 
Rogers (1982). The SES was developed to measure generalized self-efficacy
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expectations (i.e., one’s belief in the ability to perform behavior). This concept suggests 
that individual differences in past experiences and attributions of success to skill or 
chance, result in different levels of generalized self-efficacy expectations. SES contains 
two sub-scales formatted on a four-point Likert scale ranging from strongly agree to 
strongly disagree (see Table 17).
Table 17
Self-Efficacy Scale Sub-scale and Definition
GENERAL SELF- Willingness to initiate behavior, willingness to expend effort in
EFFICACY completing the behavior and persistence in the face of adversity in
vocational competence.
SOCIAL SELF- Willingness to initiate behavior, willingness to expend effort in
EFFICACY completing behavior and persistence in the face of adversity in social
skills.
Note. From “The Self-Efficacy Scale: Construction and Validation, by M. Sherer, J. E. Maddux, B. 
Mercandante, S. Prentice-Dunn, B. Jacobs and R. W. Rogers, 1982, Psychological Report. 5. pp 663- 
671..
The conceptual base for the SES is in self-efficacy theory that asserts that 
personal mastery expectations are a primary determinant of behavioral change. It 
suggests that two types o f expectancies exert powerful influence on behavior outcome 
expectancies, described as the belief that certain behaviors will lead to certain outcomes; 
and, self-efficacy expectancies, described as the belief that one can successfully perform 
the behavior in question (Maddux, Sherer, & Rogers, 1982). Self-efficacy theory asserts 
that successful performance leads to increases in self-efficacy expectations and that 
mastery experiences in one area may generalize to other areas of behavior (Bandura, 
Adams, & Beyer, 1977). “An individual's past experiences with success or failure in a
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variety of situations should result in a general set o f expectations that the individual 
carries into new situations” (Sherer et al., 1982).
Sherer et al. (1982) conducted a validation study using a sample of 376 students 
in an introductory psychology course. Factor analysis was used to derive the two sub­
scales: generalized self-efficacy (17 items) and social self-efficacy (7 items). Items that 
loaded above the .40 level were retained, yielding the 23 items on the SES. The mean 
and standard deviation for the general self-efficacy scale were M -  172.65 and SD = 
27.31. The mean and standard deviation for the social self-efficacy scale were M = 
57.99 and SD -  12.08. To confirm the original factor structure, a second study (Sherer 
et al., 1982) was conducted utilizing a sample o f 298 student enrolled in psychology 
classes. The results o f this factor analysis replicated the original two-factor structure. 
Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients obtained for the General and Social sub-scales 
were .86 and .71 respectively.
Sherer et al. (1982) studied 150 employed and unemployed inpatients in a 
veterans administration hospital participating in an alcoholic rehabilitation program. The 
study was conducted to  provide evidence o f criterion validity for the SES by 
demonstrating that past experience in vocational, educational, and military areas were 
positively correlated with scores on the SES. Scores on the General Self-efficacy sub­
scale correlated positively with educational level and military rank, predicting past 
success in vocational, educational, and military goals. Scores on the Social Self-efficacy 
were negatively correlated with the number of jobs quit and times fired, indicating that 
individuals who had difficulty holding jobs had lower Social Self-efficacy expectancies.
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The General Self Efficacy sub-scale is included in this study. This sub-scale was 
compared to the LTQ IS: Performance Self-Efficacy because both assess aspects o f 
employees’ belief in their ability to perform the job.
Critical Psychological States (CPS), Hackman and Oldham (1975). The CPS 
was developed to measure the experienced psychological states of individuals. The three 
psychological states are described in Table 18.
Table 18
C ritic a l P sy c h o lo g ic a l States Suh-scales and Definitions
EXPERIENCED The degree to which the employee experiences the job as one
MEANINGFULNESS which is generally meaningful, valuable, and worthwhile.
OF THE WORK
EXPERIENCED The degree to which the employee feels personally accountable
RESPONSIBILITY and responsible for the results of the work he or she does.
FOR WORK OUTCOMES
KNOWLEDGE OF The degree to which the employee know and «mHwwamfcgt on a
RESULTS continuous basis, how effectively he or she is performing the job.
N ote. F rom  “D evelopm ent o f  th e  Job D iagnostic  Survey ,”  h y J  R H adm nn  anH C} P  fH/ftymi 1Q7< 
Jo u rn a l o f  A pplied  P sycho logy . 6 0 . pp. 159-170.
CPS is formatted on a seven-point Likert scale (disagree strongly to agree
strongly). The CPS is based on work redesign theory and research. This theory states
that positive personal and work outcomes (high internal motivation, high work
satisfaction, high quality performance, and low absenteeism and turnover) are obtained
when three critical psychological states, mentioned above, are present for an employee
(Hackman & Oldham, 1975). The underlying assumption of the CPS is that three critical
psychological states mediate the relationship between the characteristics o f jobs and
employees’ reaction to the job.
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A validation study (Hackman & Oldham, 1975) used a sample o f658 employees 
working in 62 jobs in seven organizations. Mean, standard deviation and reliability 
scores for Experienced Meaningfulness o f the Work were M = 5.12, SD = 1.10, and a = 
.74. The corresponding scores for Experienced Responsibility for Work Outcomes 
were, M  = 5.48, §D = .91, and a  =  .72, and for Knowledge o f Results, M =  5.18, SD 
=1.09 and, a  — .76. The study showed inter-correlations among the CPS scales as .26, 
.23 and .22, respectively.
Another validation study (Oldham, Hackman, & Stepina, 1978) using a sample of 
6,930 employees working in 876 jobs in 56 organizations reported mean scores, standard 
deviations and alpha coefficients for Experienced Meaningfulness of the Work as M = 
5.10, SD = 1.12, and a = 71; Experienced Responsibilities for Work Outcome, M = 
5.40, SD = 1.14 and a = .67; and, Knowledge of Results M  = 5.10, SD = 1.14, and a. 
= 71. The three sub-scales of the CPS were correlated with General Job Satisfaction (r = 
.66, .53 and .43, respectively), the Internal Work Motivation Scale (r = .63, .66 and .25 
respectively) and the Growth Satisfaction Scale (t = .68, .54, and .36 respectively).
The Experienced Responsibility for Work Outcomes sub-scale was selected for 
this study. This sub-scale was compared to the LTQ 13; Performance-Cutcomes 
Expectations as both sub-scales addressed aspects of performance outcomes.
Group Process Scale (GPS), Taylor and Bowers (1972). The Group Process 
scale was developed to measure the levels o f cooperation, competence, and task 
motivation of group members. The GPS was developed as a part of a survey of 
organizations designed to operationalize the constructs central to the meta-theory of 
organizational functioning (a systems approach to organization development). The
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theory involves several distinct domains o f variables including organizational climate, 
managerial and peer leadership behavior, interpersonal processes, and satisfaction. The 
GPS describes interpersonal processes and provides a standard measure o f the processes 
and functioning o f  work groups for use across different samples (Taylor & Bowers,
1972).
The GPS scale consists of seven items using a five point Likert response scale 
(e.g., to a very little extent, to a little extent, to some extent, to a  great extent, and to a 
very great extent) scored one to five, respectively.
Taylor and Bowers (1972) studied 754 work groups. Hierarchical cluster analysis 
supported the use of the seven item GPS measure as a single index with an alpha 
coefficient of .96. Correlations with Satisfaction with Work Group and Work Group 
Effectiveness scales showed that the GPS did not correlate with either of the two non­
process measures (Taylor & Bower, 1972).
Group norms for GPS were calculated by the Institute o f Social Research (Taylor 
& Bowers, 1972). The data was drawn from the Inter-company Longitudinal Study 
containing data from a variety of units (plants, laboratories, and sales regions) in 15 
companies.
The Group Process scale was correlated with the LTQ 14-Resistance to Change 
sub-scale. The basis for the comparison was that both measures appeared to address the 
effect of group interaction on job performance.
Job Dimensions Scale (JDS), Hackman and Lawler (1971). The JDS was 
developed to examine the features o f job design which were thought to have principal 
influences upon employee’ attitudes and behaviors. The 17-item scale is designed to tap
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employees’ perceptions of six job dimensions (see Table 19). The first four 
characteristics refer to core dimensions and the remaining characteristics refer to 
interpersonal dimensions as described in Table 19.
Table 19
Job Dimensions Scale Sub-scales and Definitions
CORE DIMENSIONS
SKILL VARIETY
AUTONOMY
TASK IDENTITY
FEEDBACK
INTERPERSONAL DIMENSIONS 
DEALING WITH OTHERS
FRIENDSHIP
OPPORTUNITIES
The degree to which the job requires a  variety of different 
activities in carrying out the work which involves the use of 
a number of different skills and talents of the employee.
The degree to which the job provides substantial freedom, 
independence, and discretion to the employee in scheduling 
the work and in determining the procedures to be ««ed in 
carrying it out
The degree to which the job requires completion of a 
“whole” and identifiable piece of work, i.e., doing the job 
from beginning to end with a visible outcome.
The degree to which carrying out the work activities 
required by the job results in the employee obtaining direct 
and dear information about the effectiveness of his/her 
performance.
The degree to which the job requires the employee to work 
closely with other people in carrying out the work activities 
(including dealing with other organization members and 
with external organizational clients).
The degree to which a job allows employees to talk with one 
another on the job and to establish informal relationships 
with other employees at work.
Note. From “Employee Reactions to Job Characteristics.” by J. R. Hackman and E. E. Lawler III, 1971, 
Journal of Applied Psychology Monograph. 55.259-286.
JDS is formatted with a 7-point Likert scale, labeled at the extremes and the 
midpoint (very little, moderately and very much). The theoretical framework for the 
JDS is based on job design theory. The theory suggests that “a job should enhance
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employee motivation to the extent that it provides opportunities for a) achievement, b) 
recognition, c) responsibility, d) advancement, and e) growth in competence” 
(Hackman & Lawler, 1971, p. 260). The JDS is used to derive general propositions 
regarding conditions on the job which will be motivating and satisfying to employees.
Hackman and Lawler (1971) conducted a study using the JDS with 208 
employees from a telephone company and 62 of their superiors. Thirteen jobs were 
studied for each of the six sub-scales. The median job scores and internal reliabilities 
were as follows: Skill Variety (4.78 and .90), Autonomy (4.67 and .77), Task Identity 
(4.88 and .77), Feedback (4.88 and .75), Dealing with Others (5.47 and .59), and 
Friendship Opportunity (4.67 and .43). Correlation coefficients for the employees and 
their superiors for the six dimensions were: Skill Variety (r = .87) Autonomy (r = .85), 
Task Identity (r = .69), Feedback (r = 69), Dealing with Others (r = 47) and Friendship 
Opportunities (r = .49).
JDS correlation coefficients with the Intrinsic Motivation Scale (Hackman & 
Lawler, 1971), General Job Satisfaction (Hackman and Oldham, 1975), and Job 
Involvement (Lodahl & Kejner, 1965) were as follows: Skill Variety, r = .32, .38 and 
.24, respectively, Autonomy, r  = .30, .39 and .22, respectively; Task Identity, I  = .16, .20 
and .12, respectively, Feedback, r = 1 8 ,  .28 and .24, respectively, Dealing with Others, r 
= .07, .17 and .03, respectively, and Friendship Opportunities, r = .09, .21 and .16, 
respectively.
Stone and Porter (1975), using employees, supervisors and colleagues across 16 
jobs in another telephone company, reported reliability coefficients for the six sub-scales 
as .87, .76, .75, .64, .75, and .58, respectively. Saal (1978) studied 218 varied
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employees in a single company and repotted that the four core dimensions were 
correlated with the Job Involvement Scale (Lodahl & Kqner, 1965) as follows: Skill 
Variety, r = .24; Autonomy, r = .22; Task Identity, r = .12; and, Feedback, r =24, 
respectively.
LTQ 16: Feedback/Performance Coaching and the JDS: Feedback sub-scales 
were correlated because both address the impact o f feedback on employee’ performance.
Mastery Scale, Pearlin, Lieberman, and MuOan (1981). The Mastery Scale was 
designed to measure the “extent to which one regards one’s life chances as being under 
one’s own control in contrast to being fatalistically ruled” (Pearlin et al., 1981, p. 304). 
The scale was developed as part of a larger investigation into the social origins of 
personal stress. The seven-item scale is formatted on a four-point Likert scale (strongly 
agree, agree, disagree and strongly disagree).
The Mastery Scale is based on theoretical concepts involving personal stress. The 
theory suggests that life events can lead to negative changes in peoples’ roles that wear 
away at desirable elements of self-concept, resulting in arousal of stress. Coping 
resources for personal stress such as Mastery can intervene and mediate the outcomes 
(Pearlin et al., 1981). Mastery is considered one o f three psychological resources for 
dealing with personal stress. The others are low self-denigration and high self-esteem. 
These psychological resources protect individuals from the stressful consequences of 
social strain and help relieve the emotional impact o f persistent problems (Pearlin et al., 
1981).
Interviews were conducted in 1972-1973 with 2,300 males and females in 
households selected through cluster sampling. The respondents were between the ages
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of 18 and 65 and lived in the Chicago urban area. A factor analysis study utilized 
longitudinal data, which included the 2,300 respondents as a first wave. A second wave 
was administered to 1,106 o f the original respondents. The mean and standard deviation 
for Time 1 Mastery scores were M = 3.8 ( SD = 7), and for Time 2, M = 3.7 (SD = .7) 
The correlation coefficient for Time 1 and Time 2 measures was r = .33 (Pearlin et al., 
1981). The longitudinal study used LISREL to estimate the degree to which the scales 
were affected by correlated errors. Results indicated that the relationship between 
constructs and indicators remained stable over time. Pair-wise correlations o f the 
Mastery Scale at Time 2 and Time 1 supported convergent and discriminate validity 
(Pearlin et al., 1981).
The Mastery Scale and the LTQ 15: Performance Self-Efficacy sub-scale 
comparison was included in this study because both appear to examine employees’ 
perceptions of their abilities.
Task-Goal Attributes (TGA), Steers (1975). TGA was designed to measure 
the impact on task performance of setting clear goals. TGA consists of five sub-scales 
containing 16 items. TGA is formatted on a seven-point Likert scale (strongly disagree, 
moderately disagree, slightly disagree, neither agree not disagree, slightly agree, 
moderately agree and strongly agree). TGA sub-scales are described in Table 20.
Table 20
Task Goal Attributes Sub-scales and Definitions
PARTICIPATION IN GOAL The degree of influence that employees have in
SETTING determining their work objectives.
(table cont.)
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FEEDBACK ON GOAL EFFORT The amount of feedback received by employees on
the quality and quantity of output on the job.
PEER COMPETITION The amount of competition among employees in
attaining their wotk goals.
The clarity of objectives on the job.
GOAL SPECIFICITY
GOAL DIFFICULTY The degree of effort required by employees to obtain
work objectives.
N o te . From “Factors Affecting Job Attitudes in a Goal-Setting Environment,” by R. M. Steers, 1976. 
A cadem y o f  M anagem ent Jo u rn a l. 19. pp. 6 -16 .
The conceptual base for the TGA stems from the theory that task performance is 
enhanced when clear goals are set. A task-goal attribute is defined as a dimension or 
characteristic of an employee's task goals (Steers & Porter, 1974). The theory suggests 
that “the act of setting clear goals in an individual’s job generally results in better task 
performance that not setting such goals" (Steers, 1975, p. 392).
The sub-scale items were analyzed using factor analysis to determine the 
underlying structure of the TGA Factor loadings o f .40 and above were used resulting 
in the five factor structure. The resulting solution explained 66.1% of common variance 
(Steers, 1975).
Steers and Braunstein (1976), in their study of 133 supervisors, reported alpha
coefficients for each sub-scale as follows: .72 (participation in goal setting), .81
(feedback on goal effort), .69 (peer competition), .68 (goal specificity), and .72 (goal
difficulty). A correlational study (Hackman & Lawler, 1975) of the General Job
Satisfaction measure with the TGA scale reported correlations of .21 (participation in
goal setting), .26 (feedback on goal effort), .12 (peer competition), .35 (goal
specification), and .21 (goal difficulty). A study comparing Lodahl and Kejner's (1965)
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measure of Job Involvement with the TGA scale reported correlations o f .26, .11, .16, 
.33, and .27, respectively.
Two sub-scales from the Task Goal Attribute scale were used in this study. 
Participation in Goal Setting, was compared to LTQ 1: Learning Readiness because both 
sub-scales examined employee input into defining organizational outcomes. The 
Feedback on Goal Effort sub-scale was compared to the LTQ 16: Feedback/Performance 
Coaching because both sub-scales address feedback on job performance.
Alienation From Work Scale (AFWS), Shepard (1972). The AFWS was 
developed to operationalize five aspects of individual “social psychological separation 
from some social referent” (Shepard, 1972). The AFWS consists o f 30 items designed 
to operationalize five aspects of work-related social referent. AFWS is formatted on a 
one to seven point Likert scale, with responses ranging from strongly agree to strongly 
disagree, scored one to seven respectively (see Table 21).
Table 21
AFWS Sub-scales and Definitions
POWERLESSNESS Perceived lack of freedom and personal control on the job, 
where the worker feels that he or she is dominated by 
other people o ra  technological system.
MEANINGLESSNESS An inability to understand the events in which one is 
engaged, for example bow one’s work activities relate to 
other jobs and the larger organization.
NORMLESSNESS The expectation that culturally accepted goals (such as 
upward mobility in a company) can only be achieved 
through illegitimate means.
INSTRUMENTAL WORK A specific case of “self-estrangement” when activities are
ORIENTATION undertaken solely for anticipated further rewards and for 
any intrinsic value.
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SELF EVALUATIVE- 
INVOLVEMENT
The degree to which a person evaluates his or her self­
esteem through involvement in a particular role, for 
example as a worker.
Note. “Alienation as a Process: Work as a Case in Point,” by J. M . Shepard, 1972, T h e S ocio log ical 
Q uarterly . 13. pp . 161-173.
The AFWS is based in alienation theory, which assumes that the larger society is 
the social referent from which alienation is measured. It suggests that “man is anchored 
to different segments of his social environment with varying degrees o f intensity” 
(Shepard, 1972, p. 161). The underlying concept is that individuals may be alienated 
from one aspect of social life and integrated into other aspects of social life. The measure 
is designed to use the work setting as one example of a social referent (Shepard, 1972).
A validation study (Shepard, 1972) with 305 production workers (operators, 
maintenance craftsmen, assembly line workers, and maintenance journeymen) revealed 
item-total correlations ranging from .49 to .63 for Powerlessness, .35 to .70 for 
Meaningless, .50 to .65 for Normlessness, .38 to .48 for Instrumental Work Orientation 
and .29 to .49 for Self-Evaluative Involvement (SEI). Some dimensions of alienation 
were significantly correlated (g < .01): Powerlessness and MeaningfUlness (r = .52), 
Powerlessness and Normlessness (r = .26) and Meaninglessness and Normlessness (r = 
.29). Correlations for Powerlessness, Meaninglessness and Normlessness with the SEI 
and Instrumental Work Orientation scale (TWO) showed that the sub-scales had low 
multiple correlation coefficients (.30 with SEI and .38 with IWO).
Cummings and Manring (1977), utilizing a sample of 96 employees, reported that 
the sub-scales o f Powerlessness, Normlessness and Meaninglessness were found to be 
significandy associated with employee lateness but not absenteeism. Significant
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relationships were also found with supervisors’ ratings o f employee effort for 
Powerlessness (r = .20) and Normlessness ( c -  .20).
From the AFWS, the Normlessness sub-scale was used in this study. This sub­
scale was compared to LTQ 4: Personal Outcomes Negative because both measures 
seemed to address employee perceptions o f negative personal outcomes.
Items Used in the LTQ Sub-Scales and Comparison Measures 
Two scales and/or sub-scales were selected for each LTQ factor used in the 
study. This approach reduced the number of items used in the instruments to a 
manageable level. Forty-two scales and sub-scales, including the 14 LTQ factors for 
which comparison measures could be located, were used in this study.
No comparison measures could be located for LTQ 9: Perceived Content 
Validity. This factor examines the extent to which trainees’ judge training outcomes to 
accurately reflect job requirements. The items for the Perceived Content Validity sub­
scale are:
- The instructional aids (equipment, illustrations, etc.) used in training are very similar 
to real things I use on the job.
- The methods used in training are very similar to how we do it on the job.
- I like the way training seems so much like my job.
- What is taught in training closely matches my job requirements.
- The situations used in training are very similar to those I encounter on my job.
Similarly, no comparison measures were found for LTQ 10: Transfer Design. 
This factor examines the degree to which training has been designed and delivered to
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give trainees the ability to transfer learning to the job, and how training instructions 
match job requirements. The items for this scale are:
- The activities and exercises the trainers used helped me know how to apply learning 
on the job.
It is clear to me that the people conducting the training understand how I will use 
what I learn.
- The trainees) used lots of examples that showed me how I could use my learning on 
the job.
- The way the trainer taught the material made me feel more confident I could apply it.
The two comparison measures for the 14 LTQ factors used in the study are
summarized in Table 22.
Table 22
Summary o f Selected Scales and Sub-scales with Validation Techniaues Used in the
Studies
LTQ Factors
Comparison 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Validation
Instruments Techniques/Studies
1. WES X X X -Internal Reliability 
-Correlation Studies 
-Test-retest
2. KEYS X X -Internal Reliability 
•Correlation Studies 
-Test-retest
3. PWE X X  X X X -Internal Reliability 
-Factor Analysis 
-Nomological Net 
-Replication studies
4. IOR X X Factor Analysis 
-Correlation Studies 
(MTMM)
(table cont.)
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Comparison 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 IS 16 Validation
M easures Techniques/Studies
5. JDI X X -Internal Reliability
-Factor Analysis 
-Test-retest
6. AFWS X -Internal Reliability
-Factor Analysis
7. TGA X X -Internal Reliability
-Correlational
studies
8. LRBS X -Internal R eliab ility
•Correlation
Studies
-Factor Analysis
9. FSJS X -Internal Reliability
•Normative Data
10. WRES X X -Internal Reliability
-Correlation
Studies
-Factor Analysis
11. GPS X -Internal Reliability
-Regression 
Analysis 
-Test re-test
12. SES X -Internal Reliability
•Factor Analysis
13. MS X -Factor Analysis
-Test-retest
-Correlational
Studies
14. JDS X - Internal
Reliability
-Correlation
Studies
15. IWMS X -Internal Reliability
-Correlations tudies
-Repeated
meaasures
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Comparison 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 IS 16 Validation
M easures Techniques/Studies
16. MNQ
17. CPS
1. W ork  E n v iro u m a*  S cale
2 . K EY S E nvironm ental Scale
3 . P erceived  W o k  E irviroom em
4 . Index  o f  O rg an iza tio n al R eaction
3 . Jo b  D escrip tiv e  Index
6 . A lien atio n  F rom  W ork Scale
X
X
C O M PA R ISO N  IN STR U M E N TA T IO N
7 . T arit-G o o l A ttribu te S cale
8 . L ead er R ew ard B ehav io r S cale
9 . Fa cet  p a c if ic Jo b  S lir ia c tio n  S cale
10 . W o ricB rla ted  F v p e rtan ry  S cale
11 . G roup  Proceaa S cale
12 . S elf-E fficacy  S eale
•Internal Reliability 
-Empirical Studies
-Internal Reliability 
•Correlational 
Studies
1 3 . M aU ery S cale
14. Job  D anenatons S ca le
13. In te rn a l W ork M o tiv a tio n  S c a le
16 . M en ifee  N eeds Q u estio n n a ire
17. C ritica l P iy cb o io cica l S ta tea  S ca le
1. Learning Readiness
2 . M otiv atio n  to  T ra n fe r
3 . P ersonal O utcom ea-Positivc
4 . P ersonal O itcom ea N egative
3 . P ersonal C ap ac ity  to  T n m fe r
6 . P eer S u p p o rt
7. S uperv iso r/M anager Support
8 . S u p erv iso r /M anager S anctions
9 . Percievod C oolant V alid ity
10. TrataderDesgn
11 . O p p o rtu n ity  to  U se L earning
12 . T ra n fe r  E ffort-P arfotm ance E xpectancy
1 3 . P arform anue Oia ro n tea Expectancy
14. RaaiatanrailOpanniua to Change
13. Perform ance S e lf E ffic a c y .
16 . Feedbaek/PeribnnanQ e-C na r lirn g
Scales and sub-scale items for the LTQ factors and each comparison measure 
identified for the study are described in Tables 23 to 36. 
Table 23
LTQ 1: Learning Readiness. Employee Competence, and Participation in Goal Setting 
Sub-scale Items
LTQ 1: Learning Readiness 
Definition and Items:
The extent to which individuals 
Are prepared to enter and participate 
In training.
Prior to the training, I knew how the program was 
Suppose to affect my performance.
Before the training, I bad a good understanding of how it 
would fit my job- related development
I knew what to expect from the training before it began.
The expected outcomes of this training were clear at the 
beginning of the training.
(table cont.) 
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PWE: Employe* rn tn prty^  
Snh-seale Itemy
T G A : P artic ipation  in  Goal S ettin g  
Siih-scaie riem -^
Employees have the proper background and training to do 
the job.
Employees receive sufficient training.
New employees experience problems because they do not 
get enough training.
I am allowed a high degree of influence in the 
determination of my work objectives.
I really have little voice in the formulation of my work 
objectives.
The setting of my work goals is pretty much 
under my own control.
My supervisor usually asks for my opinions and thoughts 
when determining my work objectives.
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Table 24
LTQ 2: Motivation to Transfer Learning. Employee Work Motivation, and Internal 
Work Motivation Scale Items
LTQ 2: Motivation
to  T ran sfe r D efinition and  Item s:
The direction, intensity, and 
Persistence of effort toward 
Utilizing in a work setting 
skills and knowledge learned.
Training will increase personal productivity.
When I leave training, I can’t wait to get back to work to 
try what I learned.
I believe the training will help me do my current job better
I get excited with I think about trying to use my new 
learning on the job.
PWE: Employee Motivation 
Siih-scate Items:
The employees pursue excellence in their work.
Employees try hard to get ahead.
Individuals show concern for the quality of their work.
They take pride in their work.
Employees are interested and deeply involved in their 
work.
Internal Work Motivation 
Scale Items:
My opinion of myself goes up when I do this job well.
I feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when I do this 
job well.
I feel bad and unhappy when I discover that I have 
performed poorly on this job.
My own feelings generally are not affected much on way or 
the other by how well I do on 
This job.
Most people on this job feel a great sense of personal 
satisfaction when they do the job well.
Most people on this job feel bad or unhappy when they find 
they have performed the work poorly.
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Table 25
LTQ 3: Personal Outcomes-Positive. Financial Rewards, and Opportunity for Promotion 
Sub-scale Items.
LTQ Factor 3 - Personal O utcom es 
Positive Definition  and  Item s
The degree to which applying training 
on the job leads to outcomes that are 
positive for the individual.
If I successfully use my training, I will receive a salary
Employees in this organization receive various 
“perks" when they utilize newly learned skills on the 
job.
If I d o  n o t use m y  trainings I  am  imlikqfy  |n  get a  
raise.
IOR: Financial s«ih-«eaig For this job I do, I feel the amount of money I make is:
Items: Extremely good; Good; Neither good nor poor; Very
poor; Fairly poor, Veiy poor, scored 5 to 1, 
respectively.
To what extent are your needs satisfied by the pay and 
benefits you receive: Almost none of my needs are
satisfied; Very few of my needs are satisfied; A few of 
my needs are satisfied; Many of my needs are satisfied; 
Almost all of my needs are satisfied; scored 1 to S 
respectively.
Considering what the cost is to live in this area, my 
pay is: Very inadequate; Inadequate; Barely adequate; 
More than adequate; scored 1 to 5 respectively.
Does the way pay is handled around here m ake it 
worth-while for a person to work especially hard ?  it 
definitely encourages hard work; It tends to encourage 
hard work: It makes little difference; it tends to 
discourage hard work; It definitely discourage hard 
work; scored 5 to 1 respectively.
How does the amount of money you now make
influence your overall attitude toward your job? It has 
a very favorable influence; It has a fcirly favorable 
influence; It has no influence one way or the other; It 
lias a slightly unfavorable influence; It has a very 
unfavorable influence; scored 5 to 1 respectively.
(table cont.)
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 1 phrases describe your opportunities:
 Good opportunities for promotion
 Opportunities somewhat limited
 Promotion on ability
 Dead-end job
 Good chance for promotion
 Unfair promotion policy
 Infrequent promotions
 Regular promotions
Fairly good chance of promotions
Table 26 
LTQ 4: Personal Outcomes-Negative. Managerial Control and Normlessness Snh-sr*ly 
Items
L T Q  4 : Personal O utcom es-Negativp 
D efin ition  and  Hems:
The extent to which individuals believe 
that not applying skills and knowledge 
learned in training will lead to outcomes 
that are negative.
Employees in this organization are penalized 
For not using what they have learned in 
training.
If I do not use new techniques taught in 
Training I will be reprimanded.
If I do not use my training 1 will be cautioned 
About i t
When employees in this organization do not use 
their training it gets noticed.
AFWS: Normlessness Sub-scale To what extent do you feel that people who get
Items: ahead in the company deserve it?
To what extent do you feel that pull and 
connection get a person ahead in the company?
To what extent do you feel that to get ahead in 
the company you would have to become a good 
“politician”?
(table cont.)
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AFWS: Normlessness Sub-scale 
Items:
To what extent do you feel that getting 
Ahead in the company is based on ability?
To what extent do you feel that people who get
ahead in the company are usually just lucky?
WES: Managerial Control Sub-scale 
Items:
There’s strict emphasis on following policies and 
regulations.
People can wear wild looking clothing while on the 
job if they want.
People are expected to follow set rules in doing 
their work.
Supervisors keep a rather close watch on 
employees.
Rules and regulations are pretty well defined.
Supervisors are always checking on employees and 
checking them very closely.
Supervisors do not often give in to employee 
pressures.
Employees are expected to conform rather strictly 
to rules and customs.
If an employee comes in late, be can make it up by 
staying late.
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Table 27
LTQ 5: Personal Capacity to Transfer. Work Pressure, and Pressure to Produce 
Sub-scale Items
LTQ 5: Personal Capacity io T ransfer 
Definition and Items:
The extent to which individuals have 
the time, energy, and mental space in 
their work lives to make changes 
required to transfer learning to the job.
My work load allows me to try the new things I 
have learned.
I have time in my schedule to change the way I do 
things to fit my new learning.
I wish I had time to do things the way I know they 
should be done.
Someone will have to change my priorities before 
I will be able to try my new learning.
WES: Work Pressure Sub-scale
Items:
PWE: Pressure to Produce 
Sub-scale Items:
There is constant pressure to keep working.
There always seems to be urgency about 
everything.
People cannot afford to relax.
Nobody works too hard
There are no time pressures
It is very hard to keep up with your workload.
You can take it easy and still get your job done.
There are always deadlines to meet
People often have to work overtime to get their 
work done.
The supervisor emphasizes production.
Employees are rewarded on the basis of the 
quantity of their work.
There is almost a continuous series of 
deadlines and tight schedules.
There are high performance standards.
There is strong pressure to produce.
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Table 28
LTQ 6: Peer Support Coworker Relations, and Coworker Cohesion Sub-scale Items
LTQ 6 : Peer Support 
Definition and Items-
The extent to which peers 
Reinforce and support use of 
Learning on the job.
PWE: Coworker Rel^mnc 
Sub-scale Items:
WES: Coworker Cohesion 
Sub-scale Items:
My colleagues appreciate my using new skills 
I have learned in training.
My colleagues encourage me to use the skills I have 
learned in training.
At work, my colleagues expect me to use what I have 
learned in training.
My colleagues are patient with me when I try out new skills 
or techniques at work.
There is serious conflict among the employees.
Employees get along well with each other and enjoy their 
work.
Employees trust one another and offer support to one 
another.
There is teamwork.
A friendly atmosphere prevails.
People go out of their way to help a new employee feel 
comfortable.
The atmosphere is somewhat impersonal.
People take personal interest in each other.
People are generally frank about bow they feel.
Employees often eat lunch together.
Employees who differ greatly from others in the 
organization don’t get on well.
Employees often talk to each other about their 
personal problems.
Often people make trouble by talking behind others backs.
107
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 29
LTQ 7: Supervisor/Mqnflg^r fiy| 
Items
rv Encouragement and Supervision Sub-scale
LTQ 7: Supgrvi«nr/M anager 
Support Suh-ficalc D efin ition  
And Items:
The extent to which supervisor/ 
Managers support and reinforce use of 
Training on the job.
My supervisor meets with me regularly to work on 
problems I may be having in trying to use my
tra in in g
My supervisor meets with me to discuss ways to 
apply training on the job.
My supervisor shows interest in what I learn in 
training.
My supervisor sets goals for me which 
Encourage me to apply my training on the job.
My supervisor lets me know when I am doing a good 
job when I use my training.
My supervisor helps me set realistic goals for job 
performance based on my training.
KEYS: Supervisory 
Encouragement Items:
My supervisor clearly sets overall goals for me.
My supervisor has poor interpersonal skills.
My supervisor serves as a good work model.
My supervisor's expectations for ray project(s) 
are unclear.
My supervisor plans poorly.
My supervisor supports the work group within the 
organization.
My supervisor does not communicate well with our 
workgroup.
I get constructive feedback about my work.
(table cont.)
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KEYS: Supervisory My supervisor shows confidence in our work group.
Encouragement Items:
My supervisor values individual contributions to 
projects.
My supervisor is open to new ideas.
JDI: Supervision Sub-scale 
Items:
Think of the kind of SUPERVISION that you get on 
the job. How well does each of the following word or 
phrases describe this? In the blank beside each word 
or phrase below write:
Y for “yes” if it describes the supervision you get on 
the job
N for “no” if it does not describe it 
? for “?” if you cannot decide
Ask my advice 
Hard to please 
Impolite 
Has favorites 
Praises good work 
Tactful 
Influential 
Up-to-date
Doesn’t supervise enough
Has favorites
Tells me where 1 stand
Annoying
Stubborn
Knows job well
Bad
Intelligent 
Poor planner 
Around when needed 
Lazy
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Table 30
LTQ 8: Supervisior/Manager Sanctions. Supervision, and Punitive Reward Behavior 
Sub-scale Items
LTQ 8: Supervisor/M anager
Sanctions Sub-scale Definition 
and  Item s:
The extent to which individuals 
Perceive negative responses from 
supervisors/managers when applying 
skills learned in training.
My supervisor opposes the use of the techniques I 
learn in training.
My supervisor would use different techniques than 
those 1 would be using if I use my training.
My supervisor thinks 1 am being ineffective when I 
use the techniques taught in training.
IOR: Supervision Sub-scales
Items:
How do you feel about the supervision you receive? 
(Rate overall supervision). 1 am extremely 
satisfied; I am well satisfied; I am only moderately 
satisfied; I am somewhat dissatisfied; I am very 
dissatisfied; scored 5 to 1 respectively.
How does the way you are treated by those who 
supervise you influence your overall attitude toward 
your job? (Rate overall supervision). It has a very 
unfavorable influence; It has a slightly unfavorable 
influence; It has no real effect; It has a favorable 
influence; It has a very favorable influence; scored 
1 to 5, respectively.
How much do the efforts of those who supervise 
you add to the success of your organization. (Rate 
overall supervision). A very great deal; Quite a  bit; 
Only a little; Very little; Almost nothing; scored 5 
to 1, respectively.
The people who supervise me have: (Rate overall 
supervision). Many more good traits than bad 
ones; More good traits than bad ones; About the 
same number of good traits and bad ones; More 
bad traits than good ones. Many mote bad traits 
than good ones; scored S to 1, respectively.
(table corn.)
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Do you ever have the feeling you would be better of 
working under different supervision (Rate overall 
supervision). I almost always feel this way; I 
frequently feel this way; I occasionally feel this 
way; I seldom feel this way; I never feel this way; 
scored from 1 to 5 respectively.
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Supervision Sub-scales (IOR) The supervision I receive is the land that; (Rate
Items: overall supervision). Greatly encourages me from
giving extra effort; Tends to discourage me from 
Giving extra effort; Has little influence on me; 
Encourages me to give extra effort; Greatly 
encourages me to give extra effort; scored 1 to 5 
Respectively.
Punitive Reward Behavior You would receive a reprimand from your supervisor
Sub-scale (LRBS) Items: if you were late in coming to work.
Your supervisor would recommend that you should 
be dismissed if you were absent for several days 
without notifying the organization or without a 
reasonable excuse.
Your supervisor would get on to you if your work was 
not as good as the work of others in your department
Your supervisor would give you a reprimand (written 
or verbally) if your work was consistently below 
acceptable standards.
Your supervisor would recommend that you get no 
pay increase if your work was below standard.
Your supervisor would recommend that you not be 
promoted to a higher level if your performance was 
only average.
Table 31 
LTQ_11: Opportunity to Use. Task Characteristics, and Resource Adequacy Sub-scale 
Items
LTQ 11: Opportunity 
to  U se  L earning D efin ition  
a n d  Items-
The extent to which trainees 
Are provided with or obtain 
Resources and tasks on the 
job enabling them to use training 
onthej'ob.
The resources I need to use what I learned will be 
available to me alter training.
I will get opportunities to use this training on my job.
There are enough human resources available to allow 
me to use skills acquired in training.
I l l
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LTQ 11: Opportunity 
to Use Learning Items:
At work, budget limitations will prevent me from 
Using skills acquired in training.
It will be hard to get materials and supplies I need to 
use the skills and knowledge learned in training.
P W E : T ask  C ham cteriflics Suh-acale
items;
There is the opportunity to do a number of different 
things.
There is an opportunity to develop power and use it.
The work requires a lot of technical training.
There is the opportunity for personal growth and 
development
There is the opportunity to use skills and abilities. 
Employees have variety in their work.
FSJS: Resource Adequacy Sub-scale
Items:
I have enough information to get the job done.
I receive enough help and equipment to get the job 
done.
I have enough authority to do my job.
My supervisor is competent in doing his or her job.
My responsibilities are clearly defined.
The people 1 work with ate competent in doing their 
jobs.
My supervisor is very concerned about the welfare of 
those under him or her.
My supervisor is successful in getting people to work 
together.
My supervisor is helpful to me in getting my job done.
The people I work with are helpful to me in getting my 
job done.
My supervisor is friendly.
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Table 32
LTQ J2: Transfer Effort - Performance Expectation. Effort Performance 
Expectancy, and the Need for Achievement Sub-scale Items
LTO 12: T nm fer 
Expectation Definition and Hem«
The expectation that effort 
devoted to transferring learning 
will lead to changes in job 
performance.
My job performance improves when I use new things that 
I  have learned.
The harder I work at learning, the better I do my job.
Training usually helps me increase my productivity.
The more training! apply on my job, the better I do my 
job.
WRES: Effort-Performance 
Expectancy Suh-««le Item s-
Doing things as well as I am capable results in completing 
my job on time.
Working as hard as I can leads to high quality work.
Doing things as well as I am capable leads to a high 
quantity of work.
Working as hard as I can leads to completing my work on 
time.
Getting my job done on time leads to the experience of 
accomplishment.
Working as hard as I can leads to a high quality of work.
Putting forth as much energy as possible results in 
completing my work on time.
Putting forth as much energy as possible leads to my 
producing high quality work.
Putting forth as much energy as possible leads to my 
produtipg a high quantity of work.
MNP: Need for Achievement 
Sub-scales Items:
I do my best work when my job assignments are fairly 
difficult.
1 try very hard to improve on my past performance at work.
I take moderate risks and stick my neck out to get ahead at 
work.
(table corn.)
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MNQ: Need for I tty to avoid any added responsibilities on my job.
Snh-sqiles Items:
I tiy to perfonn better than my co-workers.
Table 33
LTQ 13: Performance Outcomes Expectancy. Experienced Responsibility for Work 
Outcomes, and Performance Reward Expectancy Sub-scale Items
LTQ 13: Performance- 
Outcomes Expectancy 
D efinition and Items:
The expectation that changes 
in job performance will 
lead to valued outcomes.
The organization does not really value my performance.
For the most part, the people who get rewarded around 
here are the ones that do something to deserve it
When I do things to improve my performance good 
tilings happen to me.
People around here notice when you do som eth ing  well.
My job is ideal for someone who likes to get rewarded 
when they do something really good.
CPS: Experienced Responsibility 
for Work Outcomes Sub-scale 
Items:
It’s hard, on this job, for me to care very much about 
whether or not the work gets done right
I feel a very high degree of personal responsibility for 
the work I do on this job.
I feel I should personally take the credit or blame for 
the results of my work on this job.
Whether or not this job gets done right is dearly my 
responsibility.
Most people on the job feel a great deal of personal 
responsibility for the work they do.
Most people on this job feel that whether or not the 
job gets done right is dearly their own responsibility.
(table cont.)
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WRES: Performancc-Rcward 
Expectancy Sub-scale Hems:
Higli quality work increases my chance of promotion.
Handling a high quantity of work increases my ctianwt of 
promotion.
Producing high quality work is rewarded with higher pay 
here.
Producing a high quantity of work is rewarded with higher 
pay here.
Getting the job done on time increases my rhanrre of 
promotion.
Getting work done on time is rewarded with hig ter pay 
here.
The people I work with respect me more when I get my job 
done on time.
Completing my job on time leads to more influxngy with 
supervisors.
The higher quality of work the more recognition I receive 
from my supervisor.
Supervision in this organization listens to those who do the 
most work.
My supervisor gives me more recognition when 1 do a high 
quantity of work.
Producing a high quality of work leads to job security.
Completing my work in a timely manner leads to 
recognition.
When I finish my job on time, I feel that my job is more 
secure.
The people I work with respect me more when my work is 
of high quality.
Producing high quality work leads to job security.
Management gives me recognition when I produce 
high quality.
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Table 34
I TO 14 Resistance/Openness tn  Change S.ih-«™le. Work Group Support Sub-scale 
and Group Process Scale Items
LTQ 14: Resistance/Openness 
to C h an g e  Definition a n d  I te m r
The extent to which prevailing 
group norms are perceived by 
individuals to resist or discourage 
the use of skills and knowledge 
acquired in training.
Work Group Support 
Sub-scale (KEYS) Items:
People in my group generally prefer to use existing 
methods, rather than try new methods learned in
tra in in g
Experienced employees in my group ridicule others 
when they use techniques they team in training.
People in my group are open to changing the way 
they do things.
People in my group are not willing to put in the effort 
to change the way things are done.
My work group is reluctant to try new ways of doing 
things.
My work group is open to change if it will 
improve our job performance.
My coworkers and I make a good team.
There is a feeling of trust among the people I work 
with most closely.
Within my work group, we challenge each other’s 
ideas in a constructive way.
People in my work group are open to new ideas.
In my work group, people are willing to help each 
other.
There is a good blend of skills in my workgroup.
The people in my work group are committed to our 
work.
There is free and open communications within my 
workgroup.
(table cont.)
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Group Process Scale Item s- To what extent does your work group plan together and
coordinate its efforts?
To what extent does your work group mat»> good 
decisions and solve problems well?
To what extent do persons in your work group know what 
there jobs are and know how to do them well?
To what extent is information about important events and 
situations shared within your work group?
To what extern does your work group really want to meet 
its objective successfully?
To what extent is your work group able to respond to 
unusual work demands placed 1 9  on it?
To what extent do you have confidence and trust in the 
persons in your work group?
Table 35
LTQ 15; Performance Sclf-Efficacv Sub-scale. General Self-Efficacv Sub-scale 
and Mastery Scale Items
LTQ 15: Performance.§clf- I am confident in my ability to use new skills at work.
Efficacy D efinitions and  Item s-
. . . . . .  ., , .  «- .. „ .. I never doubt my ability to use newly learned skills onAn individual s general belief that they lhfj ^
are able to change their performance
when they want to. I am sure I can overcome obstacles on the job that
hinder my use of new skills or knowledge.
At work, I feel very confident using what I learned in 
training even in the face of d ifficu lt o r  tax ing  situa tions
(table cont.)
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SES: General Self-Efficacy 
Siih-scale Items-
When I make plans, I am certain I can make them 
work.
One of my problems is that I cannot get down to 
work when I should.
If I can’t do a job the first time, I keep trying until I 
can.
When I set important goals for myself. I rarely 
achieve them.
1 give up on things before completing them.
I avoid lacing difficulties.
If something looks too complicated, I will not even 
bother to try i t
When I have something unpleasant to do, I stick to 
it until I finish i t
When I decide to do something, I go right to work 
on i t
When trying to learn some tiling new, I soon give 
up if I am not initially successful.
When unexpected problems occur, I don’t handle 
them well.
I avoid trying to learn new tilings when they look 
too difficult for me.
Failure just makes me try harder.
I feel insecure about my ability to do things.
I am a self-reliant person.
I give up easy.
I do not seem capable of dealing with most 
problems that come up in life.
(table cont.)
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Mastery .Scale items- I have little control over the things that happen to
me.
There is really no way I can solve some of the 
problems I have.
There is little I can do to change many of the 
important things in my life.
I often feel helpless in dealing with the problems of 
life.
Sometimes I feel that I’m being pushed around in 
life.
What happens to me in the future mostly depends on 
me.
I can do just about anything I really set my mind to 
do.
Table 36
LTQ 16: Feedback/Performance Coaching. Feedback on Goal Effort, and Feedback 
Sub-scale Items
LT016:Feedback/Performance After training, I get feedback from people on how well I
Coaching Items: am applying what I learn.
Formal and informal indications People often tell me things to help me improve my job
from an organization about performance.
an individual’s job performance.
When I try new things I have learned, I know who will
help me.
I regularly have conversations with people about how to
improve my performance.
(table cont.)
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TGA: Feedback on Goal Effort:
JDS Feedback Items:
I receive a considerable amount of feedback concerning 
my quantity of output on the job.
I am  provided w ith a  great deal o f  fonrtharfr an d  p iiifa n t*  
on the quality of my work.
My boss seldom lets me know liow well I am doing on my 
work toward my work objective.
To what extent do you find out how well you are doing on 
the job as you are working?
How much of the following attributes are actually present 
on your job?
The opportunity to find out how well I am doing in my 
job.
The feeling that I know whether I am performing my job 
well or poorly.
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CHAPTERS 
RESULTS OF RESEARCH QUESTION TWO
This study examined the construct validity of the Learning Transfer 
Questionnaire (LTQ). Construct validity consists, in part, of convergent and divergent 
validity. Convergent validity occurs when a variable correlates or converges with other 
measures o f similar constructs. Divergent validity occurs when there is a low correlation 
between the construct of interest and other constructs that are supposedly not measuring 
the same variable or construct This chapter addresses research question two by 
providing the results of the correlation analysis for the LTQ factors and the comparison 
measures.
The Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation statistic was used to examine the 
association between the LTQ factors and the comparison measures. For this study, 
correlations will be described using the ranges shown in Table 37.
Table 37:
Correlation Descrintives Used to Examine the Convergent and Divergent Validity o f the
LTO Factors and Comparison Measures
Value of r Relationship
.86-1.00 Very high
.70- .85 High
.50- .69 Moderate
.20- .49 Low
.00- .19 Negligible
Note. From Introduction to Research in Education.5th Ed., bv D. Anr. L. C. Jacobs, and A. Razavieh. 
1996. Fort Worth, TX: Harcourt Brace College Publishers.
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The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) was added to the 
instruments in this study to control for participant mood shifts between the beginning and 
the end of the training sessions. The PANAS sub-scales were added to see if  and how 
any respondent mood change might have influenced the data. Dependent t-tests were 
calculated to determine if the means for the beginning and ending scores were 
significantly different, which would indicate a shift in the mood of the participants 
between the beginning and end of the sessions.
The increase in the means for the Positive Affect sub-scale from the beginning 
(M = 3.49, = .87) to the end (M =3.53, SB = .87) o f the training session was only
.04. The t-value for the Positive Affect sub-scale with an n o f 201 was t = - .64 (p = .52). 
The means and standard deviations for the Negative Affect sub-scale for the beginning 
(M = 1.49, SB = .62) to the end (M  = 1.41, SB = 57) showed only a .08 increase. The 
t-value for the Negative Affect sub-scale with an n o f 201 was i  = 1.69 (p = .09). These 
scores indicated little difference between the mean level of positive and negative 
afiectivity at the beginning and end of the training sessions.
Although the mean levels were not significantly different, another check for 
mood shifts was to examine the individual changes in the Positive Affect and Negative 
Affect sub-scales. Pearson’s correlations were calculated for the sub-scales to assess the 
association between in individual scores at the beginning and end of the sessions. There 
was a moderate degree of association between the Positive Affect sub-scale (r = .59, p < 
.001) for the beginning and end of the sessions. There was a low degree o f association 
between the beginning and end o f the training sessions for the Negative Affect sub-scale 
(r = .34, p < .001). These scores indicated that there was some shift in the mood of
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individual participants between the beginning and end o f the training sessions, especially 
for the Negative Affect sub-scale, despite the non-significant difference in overall mean. 
Therefore, partial correlations were also used in the study where one measure came from 
the instrument given at the beginning of training and the other measusre from the one 
given at the end o f training.
The difference between the Positive Affect sub-scale at the beginning and end of 
the sessions farmed a variable labeled ‘mood shift positive. ’ The difference for the 
Negative Affect sub-scale at the beginning and end of the sessions formed a variable 
labeled ‘mood shift negative.’ These two variables were partialed out where appropriate, 
thereby removing the effect of changes in mood shift from the overall correlation 
analysis. This process allowed correlations to be analyzed between the instrument 
administered at the beginning of the session (TTEI) and the instrument administered at 
the end of the session (LTQ-2) without the influence o f ‘mood shift’ affecting the results.
The following discussion describes the results o f the data analysis for this study. 
Tables 38 through SO describe the statistical results o f the analysis for each LTQ factor 
and identified comparison measures. The number o f participants (n), mean (M), standard 
deviation (SPY. Cronbach’s Alpha (a), Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation (r) and 
probability (p), Pearson’s Partial Correlation (pr) and probability (p) are provided. 
Tables 52 and S3 describe additional correlation analyses conducted for this study. 
Table 52 shows correlations examining the nomological network of the LTQ utilizing the 
comparison measures from this study, except for those comparison measures originally 
identified for each LTQ factor. Table S3 describes the overall correlation analysis
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examining the nomological network of the LTQ factors with all of the comparison 
measures utilized in this study.
Summary o f Data Analysb
The LTQ 1: Learning Readiness sub-scale was correlated with the PWE: 
Employee Competence and TGA: Participation in Goal Setting sub-scales. The 
correlation for both comparison sub-scales indicated a negligible direct degree of 
association that was not significant (see Table 38).
Table 38
Statistical Results for LTQ 1; Learning Readiness and Comparison Measures
n M _§D a r R BE R
LTQ 1: Learning Readiness 20 2 3.34 .71 .75
PWE: Employee Competence 204 3.54 .48 .62 .01 .87
TGA: Participation in Goal 
Setting
203 4.07 1.43 .79 .11 .11 .1 0 .15
The LTQ 2: Motivation to Transfer sub-scale was correlated with the PWE: 
Employee Work Motivation sub-scale and the Internal Work Motivation Scale. The 
correlation for PWE: Employee Work Motivation and LTQ 2 indicated a low direct 
degree of association. The partial correlation of LTQ 2 with the Internal Work 
Motivation Scale also indicated a low direct degree of association. Both correlations 
were significant (see Table 39).
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Table 39
Measures
n M -§D a r B EC e
LTQ 2: Motivation to Transfer 204 3.99 .61 .83
PWE: Employee Work 
Motivation
204 3.34 .65 .90 .27 < .0 1
Internal Work Motivation 199 5.70 .76 .67 .30 < .0 1 .31 < .0 1
The LTQ 3: Personal Outcomes Positive sub-scale was correlated with the JDI. 
Opportunity for Promotion and the IOR: Financial Elements sub-scales. The partial 
correlation indicated that the JDI: Opportunity for Promotion had a low direct degree of 
association with LTQ 3 that was significant. The partial correlation for LTQ 3 and IOR: 
Financial Elements indicated a negligible inverse degree o f association that was not 
significant (see Table 40).
Table 40
Statistical Results for LTQ 3: Personal Outcomes-Positive and Comparison Measures
n M _SD a I fi BE fi
LTQ 3: Personal Outcomes- 
Positive 202 2.39 .76 .67
JDI: Opportunity for
Promotion 204 2.95 1.71 .88 .24 < .01 .25 < .01
IOR: Financial 
Elements
201 2.34 .50 .72 - .08 .26 - .09 .21
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The LTQ 4: Personal Outcomes Negative sub-scale was correlated with the 
WES: Managerial Control and the AFWS: Normlessness sub-scales. The WES: 
Managerial Control sub-scale had a low direct degree of association with LTQ 4 that 
was significant. The partial correlation for the AFWS: Normlessness had a negligible 
degree of association with LTQ 4 that was not significant (see Table 41).
Table 41
Statistical Results for LTQ 4: Personal Outcomes-Negative and Comparison Measures
n M _SD a r s ID
LTQ 4: Personal 
Outcomes-Negative
2 0 2 2.93 .78 .79
WES: Managerial 
Control
204 .71 .19 .72 .24 < .0 1
AFWS:
Normlessness
204 3.46 .87 .63 .01 .87 .05 .50
The LTQ 5: Personal Capacity to Transfer sub-scale was correlated with the 
WES: Work Pressure and the PWE: Pressure to Produce sub-scales. The WES: Work 
Pressure sub-scale had a low inverse degree o f association with LTQ 5 that was 
significant. It should be noted that this correlation was at the upper end of the low 
range. The PWE: Pressure to Produce sub-scale had a negligible inverse degree of 
association with LTQ 5 that was significant (see Table 42).
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Table 42
Statistical Results for LTQ 5: Personal Capacity to Transfer and Comparison M easures
n M SD a r Q EE B
LTQ 5: Personal Capacity to 203 2.98 .75 .71
Transfer
WES: WoikPressure 204 .72 .24 .73 -.40 <.01
PWE: Pressure to Produce 204 3.61 .6 8  .77 -.16 .03
The LTQ 6: Peer Support sub-scale was correlated with the PWE: Coworker 
Relations and the WES: Coworker Cohesion sub-scales. Both comparison measures 
indicated a low direct degree association with LTQ 6. Both correlations were significant 
(see Table 43).
Table 43
Statistical Results for LTQ 6: Peer Support and Comparison Measures
n M SD a r j> EE B
LTQ 6 : Peer Support 204 3.44 .71 .86
PWE: Coworker
Relations 204 3.55 .74 .93 .38 < .01
WES: Coworker Cohesion 204 .43 .26 .72 .33 <.01
The LTQ 7: Supervisor/Manager Support sub-scale was correlated with the 
KEYS: Supervisor Encouragement and the JDI: Supervision sub-scales. Partial 
correlations indicated that both comparison measures had a low direct degree o f
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association with LTQ 7. Both correlations were significant and in the upper end o f the 
low range (see Table 44).
Table 44
Statistical Results for LTQ 7: Siniervnor/Manager Support and Comparison Measures
fi M _S> a £ B B£ B
LTQ 7: Supervisor/ 
Manager Support 204 2.84 J3 .92
KEYS: Supervisor 
Encouragement 204 2.85 M .92 .44 < .0 1 .45 < .0 1
JDI: Supervision 204 1.88 M .90 .39 < .0 1 .39 < .0 1
The LTQ 8: Supervisor/Manager Sanctions sub-scale was correlated with the 
IOR: Supervision and the LKBS: Punitive Reward Behavior sub-scales. Partial 
correlations indicated that the IOR: Supervision sub-scale had a negligible (but close to 
low) inverse degree of association with LTQ 8 that was significant. LRBS: The Punitive 
Reward Behavior sub-scale had a negligible inverse degree of association with LTQ 8 
that was not significant (see Table 45).
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Table 45
Statistical Results for LTQ 8: Supervisor/Manager Sanctions and Comparison M easures
n M .SB a r B BE B
LTQ 8: Supervisor/ 202 2.55 .69 .76
Manager Sanctions
IOR: Supervision 204 3.42 .83 .88 -.18 <.01 -.18 .01
LRBS: Punitive
Reward Behavior 204 5.13 .98 .74 -.006 .93 -.01 .83
The LTQ 11: Opportunity to Use Learning sub-scale was correlated with PWE: 
Task Characteristics and FSJS: Resource Adequacy sub-scales. The correlation for the 
PWE: Task Characteristics sub-scale and LTQ 11 indicated a negligible (but close to 
low) direct degree of association. A partial correlation indicated that the FSJS: 
Resource Adequacy sub-scale had a low direct degree of association with LTQ 11. 
Both associations were significant (see Table 46).
Table 46
Statistical Results for LTQ 11: Opportunity to Use Learning and Comparison Measures
5 M SD a r E EE B
LTQ 11: Opportunity to Use 202 3.59 .71 .80
Learning
PWE: Task Characteristics 204 3.48 .74 .8 8  .18 < .01
(table cont.)
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n M SD a  r  b IK R
FSJS: Resource Adequacy 204 2.77 39 87 .24 <.01 .25 <.01
The LTQ 12: Transfer EfFort-Performance Expectancy sub-scale was correlated 
with the WRES: Effort Performance Expectancy and the MNQ: Need for Achievement 
sub-scale. Partial correlations for the comparison measures indicated a low direct degree 
o f association with LTQ 12. Both correlations were significant (see Table 47).
Table 47
Statistical Results for LTQ 12: Transfer Effort-Performance Expectations and 
Comparison Measures
9 M SD a  r b B£ C
LTQ 12: Transfer 202 3.88 .53 .85
Effort-Performance
Expectations
WRES: Effort Performance 204 5.67 .85 .92 .27 <.01 .29 <.01
Expectations
MNQ: Need for 202 5.45 .73 .65 .27 <.01 .28 <.01
Achievement
The LTQ 13: Performance Outcome Expectation sub-scale was correlated with 
CPS: Experienced Responsibility for Work Outcomes and WRES Performance: Reward 
Expectancy sub-scales. Partial correlations indicated that the CPS: Experienced 
Responsibility for Work Outcomes sub-scale had a low direct degree of association with 
LTQ 13 that was significant. The WRES: Performance Reward Expectancy sub-scale
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had a moderate direct degree o f association with LTQ 13 that was also significant (see 
Table 48). This was the highest correlation found in the study.
Table 48
Statistical Results for LTQ 13: Performance-Outcome Expectation and Comparison
M easures
Q M SSI a £ R Pr R
LTQ 13: Performance- 
Outcome Expectations
203 3.15 .73 .85
CPS: Experienced 
Responsibility for Woik 
Outcomes
204 5.50 .84 .73 .27 < .0 1 .27 .01
WRES: Performance- 
Reward Expectancy 204 4.17 1.09 .94 .60 < .0 1 .60 < .0 1
LTQ 14: Resistance to Change sub-scale was correlated with the KEYS: Work 
Group Support sub-scale and the Group Process Scale. A partial correlation for the 
KEYS: Work Group Support sub-scale indicated a low inverse degree of association 
with LTQ 14 that was significant and also close to the moderate range. The correlation 
for the Group Process Scale and LTQ 14 indicated a moderate inverse degree of 
association that was also significant (see Table 49). This was the second highest 
correlation found in the study.
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Table 49
Statistical Results for LTQ 14: R esistance to  Change and C om parison Measures
fi M SD a  r B EE fi
LTQ 14: Resistance 202 2.93 .61 .89
To Change
KEYS: Work Group Support 204 2.92 .66 .93 -.44 <.01 -.44 <.01
Group Process Scale 204 3.54 .69 .89 -.51 <.01
LTQ 15: Performance Self-Efficacy was correlated with the SES: General Self- 
Efficacy sub-scale and the Mastery Scale. Partial correlations indicated that both 
comparison measures had a  low direct degree of association with LTQ 15. Both 
correlations were significant (see Table 50).
Table 50
Statistical Results of LTQ 15: Performance Self Efficacy and Comparison 
Measures
n M _§B a r B BE B
LTQ 15: Performance 
Self-Efficacy
204 3.77 .65 .87
SES: General Self- 
Efficacy
204 5.77 .75 .88 .26 < .0 1 .27 < .0 1
Mastery Scale 204 3.12 .47 .81 .16 .03 .2 0 < .0 1
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The LTQ 16: Feedback/Performance Coaching sub-scale was correlated with the 
TGA: Feedback on Goal Setting and the JDS: Feedback sub-scales. Partial correlations 
indicated that both comparison measures had a low direct association with LTQ 16. 
Both associations were significant (see Table 51).
Table 51
Statistical Results for LTQ 16: Feedback/Performance Coaching and Comparison
Measures
M .SD a r Q K D
LTQ 16: Feedback/ 
Performance Coach
203 3.15 .6 8 .74
TGA: Feedback on Goal 
Effort 203 3.91 .98 .80 .27 < .01 .28 < .0 1
JDS: Feedback 200 3.43 1.21 .81 .33 < .01 .33 < .0 1
Next, correlations for the LTQ factors with all of the other comparison measures, 
except for those comparisons originally identified for each of the factors, were examined. 
The purpose o f this part of the analysis was to further examine the nomological network 
for the LTQ factors. Correlation coefficients that were equal to or higher than the 
highest comparison measures already discussed in Tables 35 - 49 are included in Table 
50. All correlations were significant at the g < .01 level. However, no negligible 
correlations (. 19 and below) are included in the table.
Table 52 shows the following results for the nine training specific factors. There 
were no additional associations for LTQ 5: Personal Capacity to Transfer. There was
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one additional association for LTQ 2: Motivation to Transfer Learning and LTQ 7: 
Supervisor/Manager Support sub-scales. LTQ 1: Learning Readiness, LTQ 4: Personal 
Outcomes-Negative, LTQ 6: Peer Support, and LTQ 11: Opportunity to Use had two 
additional substantial associations with the other comparison measures. LTQ 8: 
Supervisor/Manager Sanctions and LTQ 3: Personal Outcomes-Positive had four 
additional associations that were equal to or higher than the highest comparison measure 
already identified.
Analysis o f additional association for the five general factors showed that the 
LTQ 13: Performance Reward Expectation and LTQ 14: Resistance to Change had no 
additional associations that were equal to or higher than the highest measure already 
identified. It should be remembered that these two factors previous yielded the highest 
correlations in the study. LTQ 16: Feedback/Performance Coaching had four additional 
associations and LTQ IS: Performance Self-Efficacy showed five additional associations. 
LTQ 12: Transfer Effort-Performance Expectation showed nine additional associations 
that were higher than the identified comparison measures used in this study. Only one of 
these associations was in the moderate range (PWE: Employee Work Motivation, r = 
.51).
Finally, Table S3 shows all non-negligible correlations between the LTQ factors 
and all comparison measures used in this study. Negligible correlation coefficients are 
not shown in Table 51 for clarity. Still, a large number o f comparison measures used in 
this study were correlated with LTQ factors. To summarize this table, categories were 
designated. Two to nine comparison measures that were correlated with LTQ factors 
were categorized as having a small number of associations; 10 to 15 comparison
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Table 52
Correlations Examining the Nomologicai Network o f the LTQ Using Comparison 
Measures (Except for Comparison Measures Originally Identified for each LTQ Factor)
Negligible Low Moderate High Very High
Correlation Correlation Correlation Correlation Correlation
.00 - .19 .20- .49 .50- 69 .70 - .85 .8 6 - 1.00
TRAINING
SPECIFIC
S C A L E S
1. Learning 
Readiness
Internal Work 
Motivation Scale
K  = .22
PWE: Employee 
Work Motivation 
r=  .21
2. Motivation to 
Transfer 
Learning
CPS: Experienced 
Responsibility for 
Work Outcomes
ET = 34
3. Personal 
Outcomes- 
Positive
WRES:
Performance
Reward
Expectancy
fir = .33
PWE: Employee 
Work Motivation
r = .30
AFWS: 
Normlessness 
fir =.27
WES:
Management
Control
r=  .26
(table cont.)
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Negligible 
Correlation 
.00-.19
Low
Correlation 
.20- .49
Moderate 
Correlation 
.50- .69
High
Correlation 
.70 - .85
Very High 
Correlation 
.8 6  - 1 . 0 0
4. Personal 
Outcomes- 
Negative
LRBS: Punitive 
Reward Behavior
EC = .32
WES: Work 
Pressure
r*  .24
5. Personal 
Capacity 
To Transfer
N/A
6 . Peer Support PWE: Employee 
Work Motivation 
r * .46
Group Process 
Scale 
r * .44
7. Supervisor/ 
Manager 
Support
JDS: Feedback 
cr = .46
8 . Supervisor/ 
Manager 
Sanctions
Internal Work 
Motivation Scale 
EE = -.2 7
FSJS: Resource 
Adequacy 
EC =--25
(table cont.)
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Negligible Low Moderate High Very High
Correlation Correlation Correlation Correlation Correlation
.00 - .19 .20 - .49 .50 - .69 .70 - .85 .86 -  1.00
8 . Supervisor/ KEYS:
Manager Supervisory
Sanctions Encourage
(cont’d) Iff =-.23
Group Process 
Scale 
r = - .23
11. Opportunity to Group Process
Use Learning
GENERAL
TRANSFER
SCALE
Scale 
I  =.25
IOR: Financial 
Elements 
pr = - .25
12. Transfer PWE:
Effort- Employee
Performance Work
Expectations
CPS:
Experienced 
Responsibility 
for Work 
Outcomes
Iff = .38
WRES: 
Performance 
Reward 
Expectancy 
pr = 37
Motivation 
r = .51
(table cont.)
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Negligible Low
Correlation Correlation
.00 -.19  .20- .49
Moderate High Very High
Correlation Correlation Correlation
.50- .69 .70-.85 .86-1.00
12. Transfer 
Effort- 
Performance 
Expectations
PWE: Task 
Characteristics 
r=  .36
Group Process 
Scale
r=  .34
PWE: Coworfcer 
Relations
r — .33
FSJS: Resource 
Adequacy
RE=.32
Internal Work 
Motivation Scale 
pr = .31
Mastery Scale 
jjt= .30
13. Performance- 
Outcoines
Expectations N/A
14. Resistance to N/A
Change
(table cont.)
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Negligible Law Moderate High Very High
Correlation Correlation Correlation Correlation Correlation
.00-.19 .20- .49 .50 -.69 .70-.85 .86 -1.00
15. Performance MNQ: Need for
Self-Efiicacy Achievement
EC * .34
WRES: Effort 
Performance 
Expectancy 
pr = .32
PWE: Employee 
Work Motivation
r =  J l
PWE: Task 
Characteristics
r -  .27
CPS:
Experienced 
Responsibility for 
Work Outcomes 
pr = .27
16. Feedback/ 
Performance 
Coaching
PWE: Employee 
Work Motivation 
r  « .45
PWE: Task 
Characteristics 
r = 39
WRES: 
Performance 
Reward 
Expectancy 
pr=  .38
Group Process 
Scale 
r = .34
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measures with the LTQ factors were categorized as having a medium number of 
associations; and, 16 to 20 comparison measures with LTQ factors were categorized as 
having a high number of associations. Utilizing these categories the following results are 
shown for the nine training specific factors o f the LTQ used in this study: five LTQ 
factors had a small number of associations; two had a medium number; and two had a 
high number. For the five general transfer factors of the LTQ three had a medium 
number of associations and two had a  high number. It is important to  note that all but 
three of the associations (previously noted) were in the low range and only sixteen of 
those were between .40 and .50, leaving most between .20 and .39.
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Table 53
Correlations and Partial Correlations Examining the Nomolopcal Network o f the LTQ 
Factors with all o f the C om parison M easures
Comparison
Measures
1 2
Training Specific LTQ Factors 
3 4 5 6  7 8 11
1. IWMS .2 2 .31 .21 • 21 25
2. LRBP .32
3. TGAF .40
4. SES 26
5. TGAG .31
6 . AFWS .27 .20 .31
7. CPS .34 .2 2 .24 .24
8 . MNQ
9. WRESE .25 .20
10. WRESR .24 .33 29 .39
11. JDS .22 .46
12. IORF -.30 - .2 0 - 2 1 -.24 -.25
13. lORS .25 .44 .20
14. FSJS .20 .30 .37 -.25 .25
15. MAST .20
16. JDIO .24 .25 .22 .22
17. JDIS .30 .39
18. KEYSW .23 .30
19. KEYSS .30 .45 -.23
20. GPS .44 .28 -.23 .25
21.PWEP .24
22. PWEC 20 .25 .38 .25 .20
23.PWET .21 .2 2 .36 .33
24.PWEE .27
25. PWEM .21 .27 .30 .25 .46 .39 .23
26. WESM .26 .24 .29
27. WESW .24 -.40
28. WESC .23 .33 .26 .21
(table cont.)
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Comparison
Measures
General Transfer LTQ Factors 
12 13 14 15 16
1. IWMS .31 .2 2
2. LRBP
3. TGAF .30 .28
4. SES .27 27
5. TGAG .36 .21
6 . AFWS .41 .21
7. CPS .38 27 -.29 27
8 . MNQ .28 .34
9. WRESE .28 23 .32
10. WRESR 37 .60 -.23 .22 J8
11. JDS .35 .33
12. IORF -.23
13. IORS .23 .43 - .22 .26
14. FSJS .32 .43 -.31 .23
15. MAST .30 .28 .20
16. JDIO .25 .37 - .2 1 .23
17. JDIS .23 .35
18. KEYSW 27 -.44 .21
19. KEYSS .24 .46 -.23 .25
20. GPS .34 .39 -.51 .22 .34
21. PWEP .22
22. PWEC .33 .37 -.49 .21 .29
23. PWET .36 .47 -.32 .27 .39
24. PWEE
25. PWEM .51 .45 -.42 .31 .45
26. WESM .23 - . 2 0 .24
27. WESW
28. WESC .23 .24 -.35 .20
N O T E :
L T Q  F acto rs C om parison M easures (* =  p a rtia l co rre ia lian s)
1. L earning Readiness
2 . M otivation  to  T ran sfe r L earning
3 . Personal O u tcom es Po sitiv e
4 . Personal O itoo rnea-N egative
5 . Personal C a p ac ity  to  T ransfer
6 . P eer S upport
7 . S uperv iso r/M anager S upport
8 . S uperv iso r/M anager S anctions
11. O p p o rtu n ity  to  U se L earn ing
12. T ran sfe r E flb tt-P crib n nanoe 
E xpectation
13. P erform ance-O utcom e E xpec tations 
14 R esistance to  C hange
13 P erform ance S elf-E fficacy  
16 Feedback/P erfo rm a n ce C oaching
1. IW M S: In te rn a l W ork M otivation •
2 . L R B P: P u n itiv e  R ew ard B ehavior *
3 . T O A F : F eed b ack  on  G oal Sett i i*  •
4 . SE S : G en era l S elf-E fficacy  •
3 . T Q A G : P artic ip a tin g  in  G oal S etting  •
6 . A FW S: N orm lnaanan  •
7 . C P S : E x p erien ced  R esponsibilities 
fo r W ork  O u toom ss •
8 . M N Q : N eed  fo r A chievem ent •
9 . W R E S E : E flb rt Parfctm ance E xpectancy •
10. W R E S R : P erform snoe R ew ard Expect an cy
11. JD S : F eed b ack  •
12. IO R F : F in an c ia l E lem ent •
1 3 .IO R S : S u p erv isian  •
14. F S JS : R eso u rce  A dequacy •
13. M A ST : M astery  S cale  •
16. JD IO : O p p o rtu n ity  fo r Prom otion *
17. JD IS : S u p e rv isian *
18. K E Y SW : W ork  G ro u p  Support •
19. K E Y S S: S u p erv iso ry  E ncouragem ent*
2 0 . G P S : G ro u p  P rocess Scale
2 1 . PW E P: P raasure to  Produce
2 2 . P W E C rC o w o rk cr R elations
2 3 . P W E T : T a sk  C haracteristics
2 4 . PW E E : E m ployee C om petence 
• 2 3 . PW E M : M o tiv atio n  to  T ttm fe r
2 6 . W E SM : M anageria l C ontrol
2 7 . W E SW : W ork  P raasure
2 8 . W E SC : C o w ark er C ohesion
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CHARTER 6 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
Training is a major human resource intervention used to help manage change in 
organizations. Organizations invest large amounts of financial resources aimed at 
improving employee performance. Human resource development researchers and 
practitioners are challenged more than ever to prove and document the beneficial impact 
of training interventions to the bottom line o f organizations.
Learning transfer climate remains problematic, in part, because of the lack of 
comprehensive, theoretically based and psychometrically valid measurement instruments. 
Without adequately validated measures, the chances for erroneous interpretation of 
findings are increased. The Learning Transfer Questionnaire (LTQ) was developed as a 
generalized instrument to measure potential factors that influence the transfer of learning 
in organizations. This chapter reviews the procedures used in the study, discusses the 
findings, and presents conclusions and recommendation for future research.
Summary of Procedures 
Two research questions were addressed in this study: (1) What are theoretically 
based, psychometrically valid comparison measures (instruments, scales and sub-scales) 
for factors in the LTQ which can be used to examine the convergent and divergent 
validity of the LTQ; and, (2) What are the convergent and divergent associations 
between the LTQ sub-scales and the comparison constructs and measures identified in 
question one?
First, theoretically and psychometrically valid measures were identified to be
correlated with the 14 factors in the nomological network of the LTQ used in this study.
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The criterion for the selected comparison measures used in this study were discussed in 
Chapter 3, and are briefly described as follows: (1) a review o f the purpose and use o f 
the comparison measures were examined to determine their similarity to the LTQ 
instrument; (2) the dimensions, scales and sub-scales o f the comparison measures were 
examined to determine similarities or differences with the LTQ factors; (3) the 
conceptual framework and theory upon which the comparison measures were based was 
examined to determine similarities or differences with the LTQ factors, and, (4) the 
quality of the psychometric properties (e.g., representative sampling, presentation o f 
normative data, internal consistency, convergent validity, and divergent validity); and the 
techniques (e.g., surveys, interviews, and observation) used in the developmental studies 
for the comparison measures were examined.
Second, statistical analysis was conducted to determine the degree of convergent 
and divergent validity of the LTQ instrument. Construct validation is a complex issue 
because the construct of interest cannot be directly assessed. Therefore, correlation 
studies serve to state the degrees of convergent and divergent validity the measure 
(LTQ) is presumed to have with other measures. This study examines whether the 
comparison measures have degrees of association that are similar to the construct of 
interest (learning transfer climate), degrees of association to several different constructs, 
or degrees of association to many different constructs based on empirical research, and 
statistical analysis.
Although interpretation o f the magnitude o f a correlation is subjective and 
depends on the nature of the study, it is helpful to employ consistent terminology in 
describing the magnitude of correlation coefficients. Correlation descriptives used in this
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study are as follows: coefficients ranging from .00 to .19 indicate a negligible 
association; coefficients ranging from .20 to .49 indicate a low association; coefficients 
ranging from .50 to .69 indicate a moderate association; coefficients ranging from .70 to 
.85 indicate a high association; and coefficients ranging from .86 to 1.00 indicate a very 
high association. Technically, correlation coefficients line up on a continuum and indicate 
degrees of convergent and divergent validity. However, for interpretation o f convergent 
and divergent validity it was also helpful for purposes o f interpretability o f convergent 
and divergent validity in this study, to utilize the correlation descriptive categories. 
Associations ranging between .00 and .49 were thought of as evidencing primarily 
degrees of divergence. Associations ranging between .50 and 1.00 were thought of as 
evidencing primarily degrees o f convergence. This chapter summarizes the findings from 
the study and provides the researcher’s conclusions from the findings.
Discussion of Findings 
The following summary describes the degrees of association (convergent or 
divergent validity) for the LTQ factors and the comparison measures identified for each 
factor. Discussion of the findings from Tables 52 and 53 are also included in the 
commentary.
Training Specific LTQ Factors: An examination o f the correlations for the nine 
LTQ training specific sub-scales and the 18 comparison measures indicated the following 
results. The LTQ 1: Learning Readiness sub-scale measures the extent to which 
individuals are prepared to enter and participate in training. The PWE: Employee 
Competence sub-scale measures the extent to which the employees have the proper 
background, training, and know-how to do what is expected of them. The factors had a
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negligible degree of association (c = .01, p = .87). Both measures addressed an aspect of 
employee readiness. The negligible correlation is probably due to the fact that LTQ 1 
refers to an employee’s readiness to learn in a training program. Influences on learning 
readiness includes the degree to which employees participate in assessing the need for 
the training, have choices about the training in which they participate, and have dear 
expectations o f the training (Baldwin, Magjuka & Loher, 1991; Hicks & Klimoski, 1987).
The PWE: Employee Competence sub-scale assesses the extent to which employees are 
currently prepared to perform core job requirements. The sub-scales appear to measure 
independent constructs and the data suggest a divergent relationship with LTQ 1.
LTQ 1: Learning Readiness was also compared to the TGA Participation in 
Goal Setting sub-scale (pr — .10, p = .15). The negligible association is probably due to 
the fact that Participation in Goal Setting refers to the degree of influence that employees 
have in determining their work objectives. Learning Readiness includes having clear 
expectations or goals for participating in training programs, whereas TGA: Participating 
in Goal Setting refers to the degree of employee input in setting goals for his or her core 
job requirements. These two sub-scales appear to measure unique constructs and a 
divergent relationship.
Additional analysis of the other comparison measures showed that they all had 
negligible correlations with LTQ 1: Learning Readiness, except for Internal Work 
Motivation and PWE: Employee Work Motivation (r = .22, and r = .21, respectively). 
Although the correlations are somewhat higher than the identified comparison measures,
146
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
this suggests that LTQ 1 is only minimally associated with motivation. Thus, these five 
scales appear to measure independent constructs suggesting the uniqueness of LTQ 1 
and a divergent relationship.
LTQ 2: Motivation to Transfer Learning sub-scale measures the direction, 
intensity, and persistence of effort toward utilizing skills and knowledge learned in a 
work setting. Factors such as whether the employee had a positive or negative reaction 
to the training (Tziner et aL, 1991) and whether or not the employee’s expectations of 
training were fulfilled (Tannenbaum et al., 1991) influence motivation to transfer 
learning. LTQ 2 was correlated with the PWE: Employee Work Motivation sub-scale 
which measures the extent to which employees show concern for the quality of their 
work, try to get ahead, and are involved in their work. Although showing concern for 
the job could suggest that employees put forth effort to use skills learned in training, the 
sub-scales had a low direct degree of association (r = .27, j> < .01). Motivation to 
transfer learning to the job relates to improving employee job performance. Employee 
work motivation includes items involving efforts to get ahead in the company. While the 
construct definitions appeared similar, the data suggest that the sub-scales measure 
largely independent constructs, suggesting a divergent relationship.
LTQ 2: Motivation to Transfer Learning also had a low correlation with the 
Internal Work Motivation Scale (pr = .31, g < .01). Motivation to transfer learning 
refers to effort used in applying new knowledge on the job. The low direct degree of 
association is most likely because the Internal Work Motivation Scale (IWMS) measures 
aspects of the employee’s overall job satisfaction that are inherent to  the job itself. An 
IWMS scale item (e.g., most people on this job feel a great sense o f personal satisfaction
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when they do the job well), demonstrates the different focus of the factors. These two 
sub-scales also seem to measure largely independent constructs and a divergent 
relationship.
Further analysis of Internal Work Motivation and PWE: Employee Work 
Motivation showed a low direct degree o f association (r = .30). This seems to suggest 
that the three scales measure different constructs. The CPS: Experienced Responsibility 
for Work Outcomes, which examines the degree of responsibility that employees feel for 
their jobs, had a higher degree of association with both Internal Work Motivation (r = 
.47) and PWE: Employee Work Motivation (r = .40) than with LTQ 2 (pc = .34). This 
could be because CPS: Experienced Responsibility for Work Outcomes has a conceptual 
base that also encompasses motivation. Associations between the four comparison scales 
suggest that they measure different aspects o f motivation. The findings further suggest 
the uniqueness o f the LTQ 2.
LTQ 3: Personal Outcomes - Positive measures the extent to which applying 
training on the job leads to outcomes that are positive for the individual, such as raises, 
salaries and perks. LTQ 3 had a low direct degree of association with JDI: Opportunity 
for Promotion (pr — .25, p < .01). The JDI: Opportunity for Promotion sub-scale 
measures employee satisfaction with the company’s promotion policy and the 
administration o f the policy (e.g., the frequency, importance, and desirability of 
promotions). Both factors addressed perceived positive outcomes and rewards for 
employees (e.g., raises and promotions). The low direct degree o f association is 
probably because Opportunity for Promotion addresses only issues o f promotion within 
the company. LTQ 3 refers to additional aspects o f positive outcomes (e.g., raises and
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perks) for using training on the job. Also, the low correlations for the sample in this 
study is perhaps due to the fact that the U.S. Postal Service routinely evaluates 
employees for salary increases and dispenses them at designated time intervals, usually 
annually. Promotions are based on organizational assessments that depend heavily on a 
broad range o f factors (e.g., leadership ability, interpersonal skills, and knowledge level), 
and were perhaps viewed differently from raises or perks by the respondents. The low 
association suggests that the two scales measure independent constructs and have a 
largely divergent relationship.
LTQ 3: Personal Outcomes-Positive was also correlated with the IOR: Financial 
Elements sub-scale (pr = - .09, p = .21). The negligible degree o f association was 
probably because the Financial Elements sub-scale measures whether compensation 
practices encourage or discourage hard work (e.g., does the way pay is handled around 
here make it worth-while for a person to work especially hard). Financial Elements 
focuses on overall compensation practices in the company, while LTQ 3 specifically 
referred to positive benefits for using training on the job. The negligible association 
suggests that the sub-scales measure independent constructs and have a divergent 
relationship.
Additional analyses showed that WRES: Performance Reward Expectancy sub­
scale, which measures employee expectations that good performance will lead to 
rewards, had a low association with LTQ 3 (pr = .33) but a moderate degree of 
association with one comparison measure, JDI: Opportunity for Promotion (i = .55). 
This shows that Opportunity for Promotion related to expectancy theory to a much 
greater degree than LTQ 3. Other scales with associations higher than the identified
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comparisons for LTQ 3 were: PWE: Employee Work Motivation (r = .30), AFWS: 
Normlessness (r -  .27), and WES: Management Control (r = .26). These correlations 
are somewhat higher than the identified measures, but the associations were low and 
further suggest divergent relationships.
LTQ 4: Personal Outcomes - Negative sub-scale measures the extent to which 
individuals believe that not applying skills and knowledge learned in training will lead to 
outcomes that are negative, such as reprimands and being overlooked for raises. An LTQ 
4 sub-scale item (e.g., when employees in this organization do not use their training it 
gets noticed) reflects its focus. The LTQ 4 was correlated with the WES: Managerial 
Control sub-scale (r = .24, g < .01). The low direct degree of association is probably 
because Managerial Control measures the extent to which management uses rules and 
procedures to keep employees under control in the overall work environment (e.g., 
supervisors are always checking on employees and checking them very closely). WES: 
Managerial Control is considered one of the system stressors in the organization that 
employees face on the job. Personal Outcomes-Negative reflects employee perceptions 
about negative outcomes from not using training on the job. The two sub-scales appear 
to address independent constructs and have a divergent relationship.
LTQ 4: Personal Outcomes Negative was also correlated with the AFWS 
Normlessness sub-scale, which was designed to measure the expectation that culturally 
accepted goals (such as upward mobility in the company) can only be achieved through 
illegitimate means as opposed to achievement based on merit. Both sub-scales appeared 
to address perceptions of negative outcomes for employees. The negligible correlation, 
(r = .05, p = .50) suggests that the sub-scales measure independent constructs. The
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Normlessness sub-scale is based in alienation theory. Alienation refers to the extent that 
people participating in a status structure or organization do not meet the criteria for 
recognition in that organization. Thus, the person alienates himself or herself from the 
organization. An item from the Normlessness sub-scale (e.g., to what extent do you feel 
that to get ahead in the company you would have to become a good politician) 
demonstrates the focus of the sub-scale. Thus, LTQ 4 does not seem to relate to 
alienation. The two scales appear to examine unique constructs and have a divergent 
relationship.
There were two other scales with correlations equal to or higher than the 
identified measures for LTQ 4: LRBS: Punitive Reward Behavior (r = .32), and WES: 
Work Pressure (r = .24). LRBS: Punitive Reward Behavior measures the extent to 
which employees perceive that negative action from their supervisor as accurately 
reflecting their job performance. WES: Work Pressure measures the degree to which 
high work demands and time pressures dominate the work environment. LTQ 4: 
Personal Outcomes-Negative appears to have a minimal association with pressure on the 
job and perceived negative actions from supervisors. The low associations suggest that 
the four comparison scales appear to address largely independent divergent constructs 
from LTQ 4.
LTQ 5: Personal Capacity to Transfer sub-scale measures the extent to which 
individuals have the time, energy, and mental space in their work lives to make the 
changes required to transfer learning to the job. LTQ 5 was correlated with the WES: 
Work Pressure sub-scale that measures the degree to which high work demands and time 
pressures dominate the job. The low inverse association, (r = - .40, p < 01), suggests
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that perhaps this sample perceived that more was involved in their personal capacity to 
transfer than the time pressures on the job as addressed in the WES: Work Pressure sub­
scale. LTQ 5 also included the components of energy and mental space in the employees’ 
work lives to make the changes required to transfer learning to the job. The low 
correlations suggest that the two scales address some o f the same dimensions and a 
moderate degree of divergence.
LTQ 5: Personal Capacity to Transfer was also correlated with the PWE: 
Pressure to Produce sub-scale which measures the extent to which there is organizational 
pressure to produce on the job (e.g., a continuous series of deadlines, tight schedules, 
emphasis on production, and high performance standards). It examines characteristic of 
a pressure filled work environment. Personal Capacity to Transfer not only examines the 
time pressures on the job, but also the energy and mental space that the employee has to 
transfer learning to the job. The negligible inverse degree of association (r = - .16, g = 
.03) suggests a divergent relationship. Additional analysis indicated that there were no 
other comparisons equal to or higher than these two measures.
LTQ 6: Peer Support sub-scale measures the extent to which peers reinforce and 
support use of learning on the job. LTQ 6 was correlated with WES: Coworker 
Cohesion (r = .33, g < .01) and PWE: Coworker Relations (r = .38, g < .01). Both 
comparison measures address the extent to which coworkers/peers in the work group are 
friendly and supportive of each other. Coworker Relations also measures the extent to 
which coworkers are trusting and cooperative to each other. The reason for the low 
direct degree of association for the sub-scales is probably because the four LTQ 6 items 
refer specifically to coworker support related to using training on the job. Although
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aspects of the sub-scales appeared similar, the more specific focus of LTQ 6 probably 
created the divergent responses.
Further analysis indicated that two other comparison measures, PWE: Employee 
Work Motivation (r = .46) and Group Process Scale (r = .44), had higher degrees of 
association with the LTQ 6: Peer Support than with the identified comparison measures. 
This suggests that LTQ 6 also has some relationship with motivation and coworker 
interactions. In addition, the comparison measure had higher degrees of association 
among themselves than with the LTQ 6. PWE: Coworker Relations and Group Process 
Scale (r = .67), PWE: Employee Work Motivation and Group Process Scale (r = .58), 
PWE: Coworker Relations and PWE: Employee Work Motivation (r = .58), and PWE: 
Coworker Relations and WES: Coworker Cohesion (r = .53), all had moderate degrees 
of association. This further suggests the uniqueness o f LTQ 6 and its divergence with 
these measures.
LTQ 7: Supervisor/Manager Support sub-scale measures the extent to which 
supervisors/managers support and reinforce use of training on the job. The LTQ 7 sub­
scale was correlated with the JDI: Supervision sub-scale (r — .39, p < .01), and the 
KEYS: Supervisory Encouragement sub-scale (r = .45, j> < .01). The low direct degree 
of association for the factors is probably because the JDI: Supervision sub-scale 
measures employee overall satisfaction with supervision (e.g., the supervisor praises 
good work, asks my advice, has favorites, and doesn’t supervise enough). The 
Supervisory Encouragement sub-scale measures the extent to which a supervisor is a 
good role model, sets goals appropriately, supports the work group, values individual 
contributions, and shows confidence in the work group. The comparison measures
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address aspects of employee job satisfaction as opposed to issues related directly to the 
use o f training on the job. This is supported by the fact that JDI: Supervision and 
KEYS: Supervisory Encouragement had a high direct degree of association (r = .82) 
with each other; indicating that these two scales measure essentially the same construct. 
The comparison measures appear to relate to aspects of general supervision to a much 
greater extent than does LTQ 7, further suggesting its uniqueness. In addition, the JDS: 
Feedback sub-scale had a similar correlation with LTQ 7 as did KEYS: Supervisory 
Encouragement (r = .46, p < .01). JDS: Feedback also had a moderate degree of 
association with one o f the comparison measures (KEYS Supervisory Encouragement, r 
= .61) and a low but almost moderate correlation with the other (JDI: Supervision, r = 
.49). This suggests that the comparison measures and LTQ 7 were more related to 
supervisory feedback. Their relationship should probably still be described as divergent, 
though close to the middle o f the range.
The LTQ 8: Supervisor/Manager Sanctions sub-scale measures the extent to 
which individuals perceive negative responses from supervisors/managers when applying 
skills learned in training (e.g., my supervisor thinks I am being ineffective when I use the 
techniques taught in training). LTQ 8 was correlated with the IOR: Supervision sub­
scale which measures how employees feel about the supervision they receive (e.g., how 
does the way you are treated by those who supervise you influence your overall attitude 
toward your job). The negligible inverse degree o f association (r = - .18, p = .01) for 
the two scales is probably because IOR: Supervision includes aspects of employee 
satisfaction other than those related to training (e.g., traits of supervisors, and positive
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and negative influences o f supervision on job performance). The two scales appear to 
measure independent constructs and have a divergent relationship.
LTQ 8: Supervisor/Manager Sanctions was also correlated with the LRBS: 
Punitive Reward Behavior sub-scale. The Punitive Reward Behavior sub-scale measures 
the extent to which employees perceived negative actions received from supervisors as 
reflective of their actual job performance The negligible inverse degree o f association (r 
-  - -01, p = .83) is perhaps because Punitive Reward Behavior assesses negative actions 
from supervision for negative actions by employees (e.g., your supervisor would get on 
to you if your work were not as good as the work o f others in your department). LTQ 8 
assesses negative actions from supervision for positive actions by employees (i.e., using 
learning on the job). The negligible association suggest that the scales measure 
independent constructs and have a divergent relationship.
Additional analysis indicated that IOR: Supervision was highly associated with 
KEYS: Supervisory Encouragement (i = .76) which also had a low association (r = - 
.23) with LTQ 8. FSJS: Resource Adequacy and KEYS: Supervisory Encouragement 
had a moderate degree of association (r = .60). These correlations further suggests that 
the LTQ 8: Supervisor/Manager Sanctions is not just another measure o f general 
supervision and resource adequacy. The Internal Work Motivation (r = - .27), FSJS: 
Resource Adequacy (r = - .25), and Group Process Scale (r = .23) had higher 
associations than the identified comparison measures for LTQ 8. The correlation scores 
all show that LTQ 8: Supervisor/Manager Sanctions is only minimally related to these 
scales and they have largely divergent relationships.
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LTQ 11: Opportunity to Use Learning sub-scale measures the extent to which 
trainees are provided with and receive resources and tasks enabling them to use training 
on the job. LTQ 11 was correlated with the FSJS: Resource Adequacy sub-scale that 
measures the extent to which information, equipment, supervisor and coworker support 
is available. Both factors appeared to assess the availability of resources for getting the 
job done. The low direct degree of association (r = .25, p < .01) suggests that the sub­
scales address relatively independent constructs. LTQ 11 includes tasks being provided 
employees as opportunities to use new learning on the job. Resource adequacy is much 
more general and includes other aspects (e.g., supervisor support and coworker 
support). The findings suggest divergent relationships.
LTQ 11: Opportunity to Use Learning was also correlated with the PWE: Task 
Characteristics sub-scale that measures the extent to which the jobs/tasks are 
characterized by variety, challenge, and worthwhile accomplishment. The negligible 
degree of association (r = . 19, j> < .01) is probably because opportunity to use learning 
involves resources and tasks provided to enhance use of learning on the job. Task 
characteristics assess aspects of the job’s value to employees (e.g., challenging, 
worthwhile, and the opportunity to develop power and use it). The two sub-scales 
appear to measure independent constructs and have a divergent relationship. Analysis of 
LTQ 11: Opportunity to Use Learning with other comparison measures in the study 
indicated two other low associations, Group Process Scale and IOR: Financial Elements 
(r = .25). LTQ 11 was only minimally related to these scales indicating a divergent 
relationship with them.
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The correlation coefficients for the nine training specific factors o f the LTQ and 
comparison measures all reflected negligible to low degrees of association. The primary 
reason for this finding was that the LTQ factors were specifically related to training, 
while the comparison measures referred to more general issues in the work environment. 
Only one correlation, LTQ 7 Supervisor/Manager Support and KEYS: Supervisory 
Encouragement (r = .45, j> < .01), approached the moderate level. Researchers suggest 
that supervisory support is an important climate factor that influences transfer learning 
(Broad & Newstrom, 1992; Phillips, 1991). The analysis further showed that for five of 
the LTQ factors the associations among the comparison measures were higher than with 
the LTQ factors, further suggesting the uniqueness and divergence o f the LTQ factors.
General LTQ Factors: LTQ 12: Transfer Effort Performance Expectation 
measures the expectation that effort devoted to transferring learning will lead to changes 
in job performance. LTQ 12 was correlated with the WRES: Effort Performance 
Expectancy sub-scale, an estimate o f the probability that putting effort into one’s job will 
yield good performance. Both scales were based in expectancy research and appeared to 
address employee expectations about job performance. The low direct degree of 
association (r = .29, g < .01) was probably because the four LTQ 12 items relate 
directly to how using training/learning enhances job performance (e.g., my job 
performance improves when I use new things that I have learned). WRES: Effort 
Performance Expectancy assesses performance characteristics that are the result of 
putting general effort into the job (e.g., working as hard as I can leads to high quality 
work, leads to completing my work on time, leads to high quantity o f work, and leads to 
experiences o f accomplishment). Although, LTQ 12 is related to aspects o f performance
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expectancy, the relationship is low, suggesting that the scales measure different 
constructs and have a divergent relationship.
LTQ 12: Transfer EfFort-Performance Expectation was also correlated with the 
MNQ: Need for Achievement sub-scale which measures the desire or tendency to do 
things rapidly, improve past performance, take risks to get ahead at work, and perform 
better than coworkers. The low direct degree of association (r = .28, p < .01) with LTQ 
12 is possibly because MNQ: Need for Achievement measures employee desires not only 
to improve performance but also added dimensions o f getting ahead in the organization. 
The sub-scales do not appear to examine the same construct, suggesting a more 
divergent relationship.
Other comparison measures in the study showed that LTQ 12 and PWE. 
Employee Work Motivation (concern for the quality o f work), had a higher association 
than the identified comparison measures (r = .51). This suggests that LTQ 12: Transfer 
EfFort-Performance Expectation examines some aspects of motivation. Other 
comparison measures that also had higher associations with LTQ 12 than the identified 
sub-scales were: CPS: Experienced Responsibility for Work Outcomes (r = .38), WRES: 
Performance Reward Expectancy (r = .37), PWE: Task Characteristics (r = .36), Group 
Process Scale (r = .34), PWE: Coworker Relations (r = .33), FSJS: Resource Adequacy 
(r = .32), and Internal Work Motivation (r = .31). LTQ 12: Transfer EfFort-Performance 
Expectations appears to be related to some aspect of each scale, but the associations are 
low suggesting more divergent relationships.
LTQ 13: Performance-Outcomes Expectation sub-scale measures the expectation 
that changes in job performance will lead to valued outcomes. The LTQ 13 sub-scale
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was correlated with the WRES: Performance Reward Expectancy, an estimate o f the 
perceived probability that good performance will lead to rewards. The moderate direct 
degree o f association (r = .60, p < .01) was the highest in this study. This was not 
surprising because both measures were based on expectancy theory, the likelihood or 
probability that hard work or effort will result in good performance (Vroom, 1964). 
The sub-scale items were also similar. For example, two of LTQ 13 hems were “for the 
most part the people who get rewarded around here are the ones that do something to 
deserve it” and “people around here notice when you do something well.” WRES: 
Performance Reward Expectancy sub-scale items included “high quality work increases 
my chances for promotion” and “management gives me recognition when I produce high 
quality.” The correlation for the sub-scales suggests a moderate degree of convergence.
LTQ 13: Performance Outcomes Expectation was also correlated with the CPS: 
Experienced Responsibility for Work Outcomes (r = .27, p = .01). The low direct 
degree of association is likely because Experienced Responsibility for Work Outcomes 
measures the degree to which the employees feels personally accountable and responsible 
for the results of the work he or she does. LTQ 13 examines an employee’s expectation 
that good performance will lead to rewards. The two scales appear to address 
independent constructs, suggesting a divergent relationship. No other correlations were 
equal to or higher than the identified comparison measures for LTQ 13.
LTQ 14: Resistance to Change measures the extent to which prevailing group 
norms are perceived by individuals to resist or discourage the use o f skills and 
knowledge acquired in training. LTQ 14 was correlated with the Group Process Scale 
that measures the level of cooperation, competence and task motivation of group
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members. This was the second highest correlation (r = - .51, j> < .01) in this study and 
was at the low end o f the moderate range. The association is probably because both 
measures refer to the effect of group interactions on job performance. The Group 
Process Scale hems examine group interaction on job performance in general (e.g., work 
group planning, coordination, decision making, problem solving and trust). LTQ 14 
examines both general group interactions and aspects of group interaction related to use 
o f training on the job. Examples of such items include: “people in my group generally 
prefer to use existing methods, rather than try new methods learned in training.” and 
“people in my group are open to changing the way they do things.” If the training 
specific items were deleted, the association for the sub-scales may have been even 
higher. Thus, the scales appear to address somewhat similar constructs and have a 
moderately convergent relationship.
LTQ 14: Resistance to Change was also correlated to the KEYS: Work Group 
Support sub-scale (r = - .44, p < .01). The almost moderate association suggests that 
both sub-scales address some element of the effect o f workgroup interactions on job 
performance. The low correlation is also probably because LTQ 14 has several training 
related items, which if were eliminated might also increase the association. The low 
correlation suggests a degree of divergence with LTQ 14. No other associations were 
higher than the identified comparison measures.
LTQ 15: Performance Self-Efficacy measures an individuals’ general belief that 
they are able to change their performance when they want to. LTQ 15 was correlated 
with the SES: General Self-Efficacy sub-scale that measures the willingness to initiate 
behavior, willingness to expend effort in completing the behavior, and persistence in the
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face o f adversity in vocational competence (pr = .27, p < .01). Both measures are based 
in self-efficacy theory (i.e., a person’s expectation or confidence that tasks can be 
successfully performed). The low association is likely because all of LTQ IS sub-scale 
items refer specifically to an employee’s confidence in their ability to use newly learned 
skills on the job (i.e., I never doubt my ability to use newly learned skills on the job). 
The General Self-Efficacy sub-scale items examine self-efficacy (positive and negative) in 
general (e.g., when I make plans, I am certain I can make them work; and, when I set 
important goals for myself I rarely achieve them). The scales appear to address two 
independent constructs suggesting a divergent relationship.
LTQ 15. Performance Self-Efficacy sub-scale was also correlated with the 
Mastery Scale (pr = .20, p < .01). The low direct degree of association is likely because 
the Mastery Scale measures the extent to which one regard life chances as being under 
one’s control in contrast to being fatalistically determined. It also examines a person’s 
perception of his or her control of life issues (e.g., I have little control over the things 
that happen to me). However, all of LTQ 15 sub-scale items refer specifically to an 
employee’s confidence in his or her ability to  use newly learned skills on the job. The 
scales appear to measure independent constructs and a divergent relationship.
Additional analysis showed other associations that were higher than the 
identified scales for LTQ 15: MNQ: Need for Achievement (pr = .34), WRES: 
Performance Expectancy (pr = .32), PWE: Task Characteristics (r = .27), and CPS: 
Experienced Responsibility for Work Outcomes (pr = .27). These correlations suggested 
that LTQ 15 is related to aspects of the scales. However, the correlations were still 
low, indicating more divergent relationships..
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The LTQ 16: Feedback/Performance Coaching sub-scale measures the formal 
and informal indicators from an organization about an individual’s job performance. LTQ 
16 was correlated with the TGA: Feedback on Goal Effort sub-scale (gr = .28, g < .01) 
and the JDS: Feedback sub-scale (gr = .33, g < .01). Both comparisons yielded a low 
direct degree o f association. The three sub-scales are all related to aspects o f feedback 
that employees receive about job performance. The TGA: Feedback on Goal Setting 
sub-scale measures the amount of feedback received by employees on the quality and 
quantity of output on the job (e.g., I am provided a great deal of feedback and guidance 
on the quality of my work). The JDS: Feedback sub-scale measures the degree to which 
carrying out the work activities required by the job results in the employee obtaining 
direct and clear information about the effectiveness of his/her performance. The low 
association between the measures is probably due to the training specific items included 
in LTQ 16 (e.g. "after training I get feedback from people on how well I am applying 
what I learn," and "when I try new things that I have learned, I know who will help me.”) 
The comparison measures refer to aspects o f feedback on job performance in general. 
LTQ 16 and the comparison sub-scales seem to measure independent constructs 
suggesting a more divergent relationship.
Other comparisons which had higher associations with the LTQ 16 than did the 
identified sub-scales included: PWE: Employee Work Motivation (r = .45), PWE: Task 
Characteristics (r = .39), WRES: Performance Reward Expectancy (gr = .38), and 
Group Process Scale (r = .34). The comparison scales assess different aspects of the 
transfer environment (e.g., worker interactions, job characteristics and motivation) while
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LTQ 16 focuses on feedback related to job performance after training. This suggests the 
uniqueness and divergent relationships.
An examination of the five LTQ general transfer factors and the comparison 
measures identified for this study showed two associations that were in the moderate 
range (.50 to .69). A moderate association was found between the LTQ 13: 
Performance Outcome Expectations sub-scale and the WRES: Performance Reward 
Expectancy sub-scale (r = .60, g < .01), the highest association in this study. This was 
not surprising because both measures were based on expectancy theory, i.e., the 
likelihood or probability that hard work or effort will result in good performance 
(Vroom, 1964). Also, the sub-scale items were similar. The LTQ 14: Resistance to 
Change sub-scale was moderately correlated with the Group Process Scale (t_= -.51, g < 
.01), the second highest association in the study.
Conclusions
The purpose of this study was to examine the convergent and divergent validity 
of the Learning Transfer Questionnaire (LTQ) instrument. Although this study focuses 
on aspects of construct validity (i.e., convergent and divergent validity), this section 
presents a more complete picture o f the contributions of this study to the overall 
validation process for the LTQ. The discussion is organized according to Nunnally and 
Bernstein’s (1994) model for establishing validity for measurement instruments, 
described in Chapter 2. The model suggests that validation consists o f four aspects: 1) 
specify a domain o f observables related to the construct; 2) determine the extent to 
which the observables tend to measure the same things, or different things from empirical 
research and statistical analysis; 3) perform subsequent studies to determine the extent to
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which supported measures of the construct correlate in expected ways by appropriate 
experimental manipulations, and 4) using an instrument to estimate some criterion 
behavior that is external to the instrument itself (predictive or criterion validity). This 
study, along with others, will be placed into this model to analyze the state of LTQ 
validation.
Specify a domain of observables related to the construct: The LTQ was
developed as a  generalized lam ing transfer climate instrument for use in organizations. 
The authors identified 16 factors hypothesized to potentially impact learning transfer 
based on Holton’s (1996) HRD Evaluation Research and Measurement Model. Other 
researchers have developed models to determine a domain of observables that did not 
fully identify the constructs underlying transfer climate (Brinkerhoff, 1987; Kirkpatrick, 
1987; Rouiller & Goldstein, 1993). Adequate conceptual models consist of six 
components: 1) elements or unit, represented as constructs, that are the subject matter; 
2) relationships between the constructs; 3) boundaries or limits o f generalization; 4) 
system states and changes described; 5) deductions about the theory in operation, 
expressed as propositions or hypotheses; and 6) predictions about units (Klimoski, 
1991). The conceptual model on which the LTQ constructs (domain o f observables) is 
based was developed as a first step to meet these criteria. The integrated model 
encompasses primary and secondary intervening variables that affect learning and 
transfer (e.g., readiness and motivation). The model fully specifies the elements and 
relationships providing the limits of generalization. The model was developed examining 
relationship and constructs from previous empirical research in a grounded theory 
building approach and integrates the findings with an existing theoretical framework. If
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the above criteria are not met, the relationship between constructs cannot be fully 
specified (Holton, 1996, p. 7).
Factors not traditionally measured as learning transfer climate factors (i.e., LTQ 
S: Personal Capacity to Transfer, LTQ 12: Transfer Effort- Performance Expectations, 
LTQ 13: Performance Outcome Expectations and LTQ 15: Personal Self-Efficacy) were 
also included in the instrument. Although the model is not all encompassing, it 
“includes a high degree o f specification and represents one of the most comprehensive 
integration of relevant variables into a model of training effectiveness than has yet been 
proposed” (Bates, 1997).
Determine the extent to which the observables tend to measure the same 
thing or different things from empirical research and statistical analysis: According 
to Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) “this is essentially a problem of factor analysis (p. 
88).” Bates, Holton, & Seyler (1996) first conducted a study to validate an early transfer 
climate instrument. Utilizing factor analysis, an important statistical method for 
identifying item content and factor structure of latent constructs, Rouiller and 
Goldstein’s (1993) eight-factor structure was not supported. Instead, a substantially 
different nine factor structure was identified (i.e., supervisor/manager support, 
opportunity to use, peer support, transfer design, supervisor sanctions, personal 
outcomes-positive, personal outcomes-negative, change resistance, and content validity). 
This nine-factor instrument was a predecessor to the LTQ and contained nine of the 
current 16 LTQ factors.
Holton, Bates, Ruona, & Leimbach (1998), building on earlier studies (Bates, 
Holton, & Seyler, 1996; Holton, Bates & Leimbach, 1997), tested a 112-item, 16-factor
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learning transfer climate instrument. The 112 items represented two distinct domains: 
training specific transfer items and general transfer items. Exploratory common factor 
analysis was used to identify the latent structure of the responses. Utilizing a sample of 
1,616 from a wide variety of organizations and training programs, an exceptionally clean 
and interpretable 16-factor structure was found. Thus, the domain o f constructs (16 
factors) used in this study was defined.
Perform subsequent studies to determine the extent to which supported 
measures of the construct correlate in expected ways by appropriate experimental 
manipulation: Another important method of construct validity consists of establishing 
convergent and divergent validity with other constructs through correlation studies 
(Kerlinger, 1973; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). This study examined the convergent and 
divergent of the LTQ. The findings from this study indicated that 92% o f the correlations 
with 14 LTQ factors and the comparison measures investigated suggested degrees of 
divergence. The nine training specific factors and comparison measures all suggested 
degrees of divergence. Of the five general training environment factors and ten 
comparison measures identified, eight had associations that suggested degrees of 
divergence. Two general transfer factors LTQ 13: Performance Outcome Expectations 
and LTQ 14: Resistance to Change suggested degrees of convergence with WRES: 
Performance Reward Expectancy and Group Process Scale, r = 60 and - .51, 
respectively. The overall findings suggested divergent validity for the LTQ instrument.
The most interesting finding from this study was the high degree of divergence 
that was evidenced for the LTQ. This suggests that the LTQ contains unique
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instrumentation constructs that add significantly to learning transfer climate research. 
Divergent validity is not easily achieved, so one can never establish that a construct, as 
measured, is different from all other constructs. One can only show that the measure has 
little overlap with other measures, and no dependable generalization beyond that can be 
made (Campbell & Fiske, 1971).
This study attempted to examine the convergent and divergent validity of a 
large number of learning transfer climate constructs utilizing correlation analysis. 
Campbell and Fiske (1971) studied convergent and divergent validity using the 
Multi trait-Multimethod Matrix (MTMMM) methodology. MTMMM examines 
correlations between several constructs that are unrelated in theory (usually at least 
three) each measured by several different methods, with the number of methods usually 
equaling the number of constructs (Watson, 1996). The MTMMM method was not used 
in this study because most of the empirical research on learning transfer climate has been 
conducted using survey methodology. The variety of methods (e.g., observation, 
interviews, and focus groups) necessary for a MTMMM could not be identified. Further, 
this study involves the perceptions o f individual participants. The constructs measured 
by the LTQ are perceptual as opposed to descriptive, evaluative, objective or subjective.
This study utilized the correlation analysis method to assess degrees of 
convergent and divergent validity for the LTQ factors. As discussed in chapter three, 
Robinson et al.’s (1991) General Ratings Criteria for Evaluating Measures were 
employed to examine the psychometric quality of the instruments used in the study. 
Because many studies on transfer climate research have not used psychometrically valid 
measurements, only two o f the instruments utilized as comparison measures met some
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degree of validity for each o f the eight criteria o f the model. Therefore, the instruments 
were rated based on the components of the model that they possessed. Utilizing this 
methodology, two of the instruments were rated in the high moderate category, and 
one in the low moderate category. The remaining fourteen instruments received ratings 
in the extensive category for evaluating measures. The validity of the instrumentation 
used in this study further supports its finding o f divergent validity for the LTQ 
instrument.
Using an instrument to estimate some criterion behavior that is external to 
the instrument itself (predictive or criterion validity): This aspect o f the model 
includes criterion validity that examines the predictive power of a measurement 
instrument. Several studies have contributed to the criterion validation o f the LTQ. 
Three different criterion variables have been examined using some or all of the LTQ 
scales. These criterion variables were: motivation to transfer, job task performance, and 
reactions to training. While motivation to transfer was not technically external to the 
LTQ, it does provide initial evidence of criterion validity. Seyler, Holton, Bates, & 
Carvalho (1997) conducted a study to examine the relationship between five sets of 
variables (i.e., Individual Attitudes, Situational Specific Attitudes, Reactions, Learning, 
and Environmental Factors) with Motivation to Transfer Learning. The results of 
bivariate correlation analysis revealed that the largest correlations were for Opportunity 
to Perform (r = .58), Peer Support (r = .54), and Supervisor Sanctions ( r = -.40). 
Hierarchical regression analysis showed that the set o f transfer environmental variables 
(i.e., Opportunity to Use, Peer Support, Supervisor Sanctions, and Supervisor Support) 
increased total variance explained in the model by 27% (p < .001). The study
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found that the transfer environment factors explained a large amount of variance in the 
employees’ motivation to transfer (Seyler et al., 1997).
Bates and Holton (1999) conducted a study to examine the relationship between 
factors in an Expectancy Model of Motivation to Transfer Learning 0- e > Rewards, 
Motivation, Utility, and Performance Self-Efficacy). Motivation to Transfer Learning 
was predicted to be positively associated with other LTQ factors: Performance Self 
Efficacy, Utility Indicators (i.e., Transfer-EfFort Performance, Performance Outcomes 
Expectations, and Content Validity) and Reward Indicators (i.e., Openness to Change, 
Supervisor Support, Peer Support, and Personal Outcomes-Negative). The study also 
predicted that the Utility Indicators would be positively associated with the Reward 
Indicators; Performance Self-Efficacy would be positively associated with Motivation to 
Transfer, and, Performance Self-Efficacy would be positively associated with the Utility 
Indicators. Using a sample of 70S social services caseworkers for a state Office of 
Family Support, structural equation modeling was used to assess the causal relationships 
between the variables. The results of the study indicated that Utility Indicators were 
significant predictors o f Motivation to Transfer Learning, but Rewards Indicators were 
not significant predictors of Motivation to Transfer Learning. Reward Indicators were 
positively correlated with the Utility Indicators. Performance Self-Efficacy did not have 
a significant positive association with Motivation to Transfer, but was positively 
associated with Utility Indicators.
Bates, Holton, and Seyler (1997) studied the impact of a number o f transfer 
training variables on job task performance ratings. Results of bivariate correlation 
analysis showed that a set o f seven transfer climate variables were associated with
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changes in performance. Scores on the Opportunity to Use, Peer Support, Supervisor 
Support, and Personal Outcomes-Positive were positively correlated with performance 
ratings. Scores on the Personal Outcomes-Negative, Change Resistance, and Supervisor 
Sanctions were negatively correlated with Performance Ratings. Results o f hierarchical 
regression analysis showed that the set o f seven transfer climate variables increased total 
variance explained in the model 36% (p < .001). The study showed that interpersonal 
transfer climate factors (i.e., Peer Support, Group Resistance to Change, and Supervisor 
Sanctions) were all highly significant predictors of supervisor performance ratings (Bates 
et al., 1997).
Ruona, Leimbach, Holton, & Bates (1999) compared participant utility reaction 
ratings to the 16 LTQ factors. The study examined participant reaction to training, one 
of the most widely used methods o f evaluation, and relationship predictors of learning 
transfer. The sample included 1,616 individuals from a wide variety of organizations and 
training programs. Bivariate correlation analysis between participant reactions to 
training and the 16 transfer of learning factors were examined. The results indicated that 
Transfer Design (r = .62) and Motivation to Transfer (r = .55) suggested moderate levels 
of convergent validity with participant reactions to training. Transfer Effort (r = .48) and 
Perceived Content Validity (r = .46) suggested high low degrees of divergence with 
participant reactions to training. The remaining twelve factors suggested low degrees of 
divergence with participant reactions to training, with correlation scores ranging from 
.36 to - .09. All of the correlations were significant at the (p < .001) level.
Utilizing hierarchical multiple regression analysis, participant utility reaction 
ratings were entered last after the transfer of learning factors, to determine the
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percentage o f variance of motivation to transfer learning that was explained by 
participant utility reaction ratings. The results showed that participant utility reaction 
ratings had a small (3.8%) but significant (p < .001) impact on the ability to predict 
motivation to transfer (Ruona et al., 1999).
In summary, the above model for establishing validity o f measurement 
instruments (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) demonstrates different aspect of LTQ’s 
validity. Aspect one establishes the conceptual framework for LTQ factors (domain of 
observables). In aspect two factor analysis was used to establish item content and factor 
structure for the LTQ factors (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Aspect three provides 
evidence of convergent and divergent validity for the LTQ. The LTQ instrument 
evidenced divergent validity in this study. Aspect four provides preliminary evidence of 
criterion validity for the LTQ.
Currently, a wide variety of interventions are used in organizations to positively 
influence transfer climate factors (e.g., peer support, supervisor/manager support, 
perceived content validity, and transfer design). From a practical standpoint, the 
development o f standard instruments to measure climate across many types of 
organizations is imperative. A psychometrically valid instrument could serve as a 
starting point for identifying transfer factor problems. Utilization o f generalized 
instrumentation would not preclude the use of situation specific scales as determined 
necessary by the organization or HRD professional (i.e., safety related, and product 
specific). Instead, it could serve as a foundation of validated constructs with established 
applicability across organizational settings.
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The LTQ might best be used as a diagnostic tool to identify problem areas in 
learning transfer environments. The LTQ could facilitate an action research approach to 
improve transfer environments. Action research is a collaborative process, consisting o f 
stakeholders’ involvement, data collection, feedback on the data, and action planning 
based on the data (French & Bell, 1984). In the action research process, the LTQ could 
be used to gather data prior to or following training interventions, depending on its 
introduction point into the organization. The LTQ could also help identify problem 
areas related to the learning transfer factors. The LTQ could be used as a part o f an 
evaluation process to monitor the progress of specified learning transfer activities or 
interventions identified to improve individual, group and organizational performance. 
For example, if the LTQ identifies peer support as low, the stakeholders (i.e., 
supervisors, trainers and employees) might collaboratively identify a team building or 
interpersonal skills intervention to help resolve the problem. After the intervention, the 
LTQ could be used to reassess the level o f peer support in the group to determine if the 
intervention was effective.
From a theoretical standpoint, the results of this study and the other validation 
studies, identified above, address several critical problems with transfer research as noted 
by Baldwin and Ford (1988). Many researcher’s currently generalize their studies to 
other samples using minimally validated instruments as evidenced in the studies identified 
by Baldwin and Ford (1988) and Ford and Weissbein (1997). Validated learning transfer 
instruments are critical in learning transfer research. The LTQ instrument provides the 
most comprehensive and most extensively validated instrument to assess dimensions o f 
the learning transfer climate that has been developed to date.
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Limiatioos of This Study
The nature of this study is correlational and cannot imply causality. Because no 
hypothesis were used in this study, the researcher was careful to use language in 
discussing the findings that did not imply causality for the degrees o f convergence or 
divergence indicated by the correlations. Also, divergent validity was supported with the 
comparison sub-scales identified for this study, there are many other instruments that 
were not used that could provide important information about the convergent and 
divergent validity of the LTQ.
Another potential limitation of this study was that generalization o f the findings 
may be restricted by the characteristics o f the sample. This study used U. S. Postal 
Service employees. It is possible that postal workers have unique attitudes that limit the 
generalization to other individuals working in other settings.
Acquiescence response bias is a general tendency to either agree or disagree with 
statement (e.g., a self-response measure) and may have influenced the findings. The 
extent to which respondents perceived that assurances o f confidentially were true, may 
also have influenced the findings. Also, procedures for this study extended over a long 
period o f time in some instances (i.e., four to 104 hours of training), suggesting the 
possibility that unknown events could have unexpectedly influenced the finding from the 
data. Although the noted limitations could restrict the generalization of the results o f this 
research, it is not believed that they substantially undermined the validity o f the finding 
and implications.
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Recommendations for Future Research
This study, along with the other studies identified in this section, demonstrate 
different aspects of LTQ validity. Because this is a validation study the 
recommendations for future research are specific to the validation process. This 
discussion is also framed using the Nunnally and Bernstein’s (1994) model for 
establishing validity of measurement instruments.
Specify a domain of observables related to the construct: This study
provides partial support for a conceptual model based on Holton’s (1996) integrated 
training evaluation and measurement model. The model upon which the LTQ is based 
hypothesized that training outcomes are functions of primary influences (i.e., 
ability/enabling elements, motivational elements, and environmental elements), and 
identifies secondary influences on performance outcomes (e.g., job attitude, intervention 
readiness, and intervention fulfillment). The model adds value in analyzing training 
intervention success or failure. It provides a framework within a wide variety o f training 
transfer factors can be examined.
The “larger the domain o f observables related to a construct, the more difficult it 
is to specify the variables that belong in the domain” (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994, p. 
86). For this reason, additional studies are needed to validate the components of the 
measurement model by identifying and investigating the critical variables in each 
component o f the model that might influence learning transfer. There are numerous 
hypothesized relationships in the model that might be tested. For example, further 
investigation might examine the relationships between two primary influences, two 
secondary influences, or combination o f influences as hypothesized by the model. Such
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investigation would serve to further test the validity of the LTQ, and just as important, 
possible lead to the identification o f other variables or factors important to learning 
transfer and performance outcomes.
Determine the extent to which the observables tend to measure the same 
thing or different things from empirical research and statistical analysis: This 
aspect o f  construct validity is “essentially the problem of factor analysis” (Nunnally & 
Bernstein, 1994, p. 88). Cross-validation studies of the LTQ factors are needed to 
examine factor stability in different types of organizations and training interventions. 
The original studies developing the LTQ utilized a broad sample of federal, state, and 
municipal government agency employees, as well as employees in industrial and technical 
organizations. In an effort to make the LTQ more broadly applicable, additional studies 
for the groups are needed to confirm that LTQ constructs are stable and operate as 
expected across training venues.
Cross-cultural studies are also needed to determine whether the factor structure 
obtained from the United States population is valid within samples in other countries. 
Such studies would help to extend this convergent and divergent validation to other 
countries. Cross-cultural studies could also help to determine the international 
applicability of the LTQ instrument.
Finally, studies are needed to examine the factor structure of the LTQ in samples 
of African American, European American, and Hispanic American employees in the U.S. 
Such studies could expand the convergent and divergent validity methodology for LTQ 
factors by examining the aspect o f potential ethnic differences within organizations.
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Perform subsequent studies to determine the extent to which supported 
measures of the construct correlate in expected ways by appropriate experimental 
manipulation: Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) suggested that if one assumed that 
aspects one and two provided proof for the domain of observables, then sufficient 
evidence of construct validity would simply be that the supposed measures of the 
construct behaved as expected. Aspect three addresses the issues o f relations among 
constructs that could be based on other experiments and correlation studies involving the 
variables. Further investigations similar to this study, are needed to examine the 
behavior of LTQ factors with other variables.
Campbell and Fiske (19S9) indicated that to justify novel measures of attributes, 
a measure should have divergent validity in the sense of measuring something different 
from existing methods. This study suggested that the LTQ is a unique instalment. Future 
research might involve examining the convergent and divergent validity o f the LTQ with 
different comparison instruments than those used in this study. There may be other 
instruments not examined in this study that could offer important information about the 
convergent and divergent validity of the LTQ.
Campbell and Fiske (1959) also suggested that validation is typically convergent 
because it is concerned with demonstrating that two independent methods o f inferring an 
attribute lead to similar ends. As different methods of evaluating the learning transfer 
climate are developed, further research might utilize the MTMMM methodology to 
examine convergent and divergent validity
Although this study suggested divergence for the LTQ, it is also important to 
continue examining other factors to identify those with which might converge highly with
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the LTQ. If scales are identified that converge with the LTQ, then investigation into a 
generalized factor could be possible. This type study might also support components of 
the established framework, or not, and possibly identify other factors important to 
learning transfer climate.
Using an instrument to estimate some criterion behavior that is external to 
the instrument itself (predictive or criterion validity): Nomological validity also 
incorporates the degree to which predictions from a formal theoretical network 
containing the concept under scrutiny are confirmed. Criterion validity studies to 
determine the degree to which the LTQ constructs can predict performance outcomes in 
the work place are the next major step in this on-going validation process. For example, 
the Bates and Holton (in press) study used an early version o f the LTQ to predict 
supervisor performance ratings. Further research of this type is needed to examine the 
criterion validity for each factor of the LTQ using the latest version of the instrument. 
The authors of the LTQ have also “tied specific knowledge, skill, and ability elements 
with the 16 LTQ constructs” (Holton et al., 1998, p. 24). Further investigation and 
operationalization o f these knowledge-skill-ability elements would enable researchers to 
examine criterion validation through experimental manipulation o f the factors.
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t r a in in g  tra nsfer  enviro nm ent  instrum ent
XHSTRUCrXOMS: For the following icssM, plH M  think
about
Plaaaa £111 In the oval (1. 2, 3, 4. 5, € or 7) to tba righ t of 
each item th a t aoac closely raflecta your azperiseces- hoapensos:
1-Disagree strongly S -tgna Slightly
2-oiaagraa C-hgruo
3-Disagree S lightly  7-Agree Stroogly
4-Neutral
m u
D w Q w
3 3 3 03 3 3 3
3 3 3 3
3 3 0 0
3 0 0 0
01. My opinion of nysolf goes 19 whan X do this jab well.............3 3 22 3 3 3 3
02. x feel a g reat sense of personal satisfaction when X do this
job well.................................." ...................................................................... .3 3 3 3 3 3
03. x feel bad and unhappy when X discover that X have perforaed
poorly an th is  jab.......................................................................................3 3 3 3 3 •3
04. My own feelings generally are not affected uuch one way or
the other by how well X do on th is  job............................................3 3 3 3 3
05. Most people aa this job feel a great sense of personal
satisfaction  whan they do the job well............................................3 r*s 3 3 3 3 O
06. Most people on this job feel bad or whanpy shoe they find
they have perforaed the work poorly...................... ........................... 3 3 3 3 3 3 O
07. You would receive a rapriaand free your supervisor i f  you
were lace in  coning to work....................................................................3 3 3 3
Your supervisor uould recosnand that you should be dlselaaed 
i f  you ware absent for several days without notifying the
organization or without a reasonable ezcwea o  3 3 3 3 3 3
09. Your supervisor would gat on to  you i f  your work was not aa
good as the work of others la  your depart aanr.............................3  3 3 3 3 3 3
10. Your supervisor would give you a rap rt wend (written or 
verbal) i f  your work were coos la ten tly  below acceptable
standards................................. ........................................................
11. Your supervisor would tOLonnanrl that you get no pay 
increase i f  your work ware below standards..................................
12. Your supervisor would rOL .1—si ill that you not be pronored t  
a higher level job i f  your perfniwnnce were only average..
13. 1 receive a  ccnaiderable anount of feedback concerning ay
quantity of output an the jab ..............................................................
1 an provided with a great deal of feedback and guidance 
on the quality  of ay work....................................................................
15. My boss aeldoa lacs ae know how wall X sn doing an ay work 
toward ay work objective..........................................................................
16. When x sake plans, x an certain X can sake than work............
17. Om of ay problens is tha t X cannot get down to work whan 
I should_____________________     . . . . _
11. If  X can 't do a job cha f i r s t  tie s . X keep trying i n t i l
I can. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
19. When x se t i^o rcan t goals for ayself, I  rarely  achieveUM.  ................ ...........
20. x give up on things before coapladag Chon..................................
21. I avoid facing d ifficu ltie s ..................................................................
>w 3 3 3 3 3 3
‘W - 3 S 3
»
•3 3 3 3 S 3 •3
>w ■3 3 3 3 3
•3 3 3 3 3 3 >
•3 3 3 3 3 3 3
3 3 3
- 3 3 3 3
X .3 ■’T' 3 3 3
3 3 3 3 3 3
•3 3 3 3 3 3 3
3 3 3 3 3 3
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Please f i l l  in  che oval (i. }, ] ,  4, 5, < or 7) co the right of 
aacb icaa chat aost closely reflects  your np»r1«nr«i. — poneea:
1-Diaagree strongly S-lgrM Slightly
2-Disagree 5-bgraa
3-Diaagraa S lightly 7-agzae strongly
«-Mautral
22. I f  soawching looka too eomlieatad, Z will not swan toothar
to try  i t ......................................................................................................... ;
23. When I  have anaarMiwi unpleasant to  do, I  stick to i t  un til
I  f in ish  i t  1717;.77........................................................................ :
24. Mban Z dacida to do annarMng Z go right to aorfc on i t .........
25. When trying to  loam aonartilng now, Z soon giro tp  i f  I  on 
not ianMdiataly succassful  .................  ■;
2C. Nhan unexpected problana occur, Z don't handle than well— ~  ~  3 3 3 3 n
27. z avoid trying to loam now things whan they look too
d if f ic u lt  c o  aa_______ _____________________________________
2S. Failure ju a t aafcas no try  harder . . . . . . . . .
29. I  fee l Insecure about ay ab ilicy  to do things.
30. I  an a se lf-re lian t parson..........................................
31. Z give up easily ..............................................................
32. I  do not aaan capable of dealing with aoac problana that 
eeaa up in  l i f e .......................................................................................
33. I  an allowed a high degree of influence is  the decominacian 
of ay work objectives.................................................................................*
34. z re a lly  have l i t t l e  voiea in che fonulatien of ay workobjectives........................................................................................................—
35. The se ttin g  of ay work goals is  pretty  o ck  under ay own 
con tro l.................................   . . . . . . . . .........  .3
35. My supervisor usually asks for ay opiniaia and thoughts when 
decamlniag ay work objectives............................................................3
3 7 . To what extant do you foal chat people who gat ahead in the 
coap any deserve i t? .....................................................................................3
3S. To what extant do you feel chat pull and connection got a
person ahead in the cospany?.................................................................3
39. TO what extant do you foal tha t, to get ahead in che colony,
you would have to bacons a good ■politician*?...............................c
40. TO what extant do you feel chat getting ahead in  the coapany
is  baaed on ab ility?...................................................................................^
41. To what extant do you feel thac people d s  get in che
coopany are usually juat lucky?............................................................ -X
42. I t ' s  hard on this job for aa co cam very ouch about whether 
or not che work gets does righ t..........................................................
43. Z fee l a very high degree of personal responsibility for the 
work I do an this job___________________ ___________________3
44. Z fee l Z should pars anally rake che credit or blane for the 
m oults of ay work on this job............................................................3
45 - Whether or not this job gets done right is clearly ayresponsib ility ............................... ........... .................... .............................-
— - - — - -
— - 3 -3 3 -
* 3 -
•3 - -
3 z: 3 wp 3
2; 3> <3 3 3
2: 2 3 3 —
3 •3 3 —
-Tv 3 CdS
- —T* 3 3 -
3 — - 3 wi1
— 3) 3 3 3 3
2) 3 3 3 3
3 2 3 3 3 3
*•4 W 3 3 3 3
3 O) 3 3 3 3
2! 3 3 3 3
3 22 3 . 3 3 .3
3 3 3 3 3
T— -r~ _--- w
r 3- 3 3 3
— - — -
-a. .Xs
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P lu « t £111 la  Cht oval (1. 2, 3, «, !, I  a t  1) Co th ( tlghC o£ 
each icon chat aoac cloaaly ra£lacca your asperiances. m p cBwa:
1-Disagrea acrongly 5-Jkgrse Slightly
2-Diaagrea i - t f ro t
3-Dlaagraa slightly  T-hgraa Strongly
«-neutral
46. Moat
responsibility for the work they do................. " .......................... 3 2 9 9 3
47. Most people on th is job feel that abet her or not the job 
gets dona right la clearly th e ir  oun responsibility............ 'W w 9 © 3 ~
48. I do ay bast work, when ay job assigaasnts are fa irly
difficiu.e............................. . . . . . . ____. . . . . . . . . . ___. . . . ____. . . . •3 CD 3 IS 9 9 w
49. I try  bard to iaxrovo on ny past parfornaace a t work.......... •CD w *** © © 3
SO. I take noderate risks and s tick  ny nsck out to get ahosd a t
X 3 3 3
51. I  try  co avoid any added responsibilities an ey jab.............. ■ 3 CD 3 3 9 3 3
52. X cry to perform better than ay co-woskara............................— 3 <3 9 9 •3
53. Doing things as well as X an able results in co lla tin g  ay
job on tiaa .................................................................................................... CD s © 3 9 3
54. Working as bard as X can leads co high quality work............ 9 ■s 9 9
55. Doing things aa well aa X an able leads to a high quantity 
of work......................................................................................................... .. CD 9 3 3 9 9
56. working as bard as x can leads eo coexisting ay work an T\ 9 25 3 9 3
57. Oacting ay jab dans an tine leads eo che asparience of
accoaplisbnenc............................................................................................. 9 3 9 9
58. Working as hard as x can leads to a high quality of work. . •W w 9 © 9 9 i—•
59. Putting forth aa ouch energy aa possible results in 
coexisting wy work on cine................................................................... *■*>1 o 9 © 3 3
60. Putting forth as ouch energy aa possible leads co ay 
producing high quality work................................................................. o 9 © 3 3 r—.
61. Putting forth aa ouch energy aa possible laada to ay 
producing a high quantity of nark.................................................... CD 9 © 3 3 w
62. High quality work increases ny chance of proaotlon................ CD 9 © 3 3 3
63. Handling a high quantity of work increases ay chances for promotion________________________________ __________________ 9 © 3 9 -
64. Producing high quality work Is rewarded with higher pay
9 © 3 3 3
65. Producing a high quantity of work is  rewarded with higher
pay here......................................................................................................... CD 9 © 3 3 3
66. Oacting che job done an clae increases ay ■*«-»-« for praaotion........................................................................................................ 9 © 3 3 3
67. Oacting o rk  done a a  tine is  reworded with higher pay hern..3 3 9 © 3 9 3
68. Collating my job on tiae leads co ears influence with
supervisors.......................... ............... .................. ................................. .. s © 3 9 —
69. The higher che quality of work che aore recognition X receive 
from ey supervisor..................................................................................- -C 3 © 3 3 -
70. Supervisors in th is organization listen  to those who do the aost work..........................................................................................................3 2 — 2 3 3 2
t  Sir-Scan by NEC 188-1145 • SS H * m  m  page 03|
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Please f i l l  in  eha oral (1, 2, 3, 4. 5. « or 7) to eha right of 
each lean chac aoac cloaaly reflec ts  your experiences. —spouses
X-Diaagra« strongly s-M rw  Slightly
2-Diaagzaa c-Jtgraa
3-Oiaagraa Slightly 7-hgrae Strongly
«-Maucral
71. My supervisor gives aa aora racogn itlen ahan I do a high
quantity  of work................................    c
72. Producing a high quality of work load* to job aacu ricyhara...................................................................................  —
73. Nhaa I f  in i ah ay job on tiaa , x faal tha t ay job ia aora
aacura..................................................................................................................2
7«. The paopla x work with raapaet aa aora ahan ay work is  of
high quality .........................................    ^
75. Producing high quality work Xaada to  job aacurity......................~
76. Manajaneat givaa aa racognition whan X produca high
paopla X work with raapaet aa aora uhaa C gat ay job 
dona an t i a a . . ........................ ......................................................................
74. C o lla tin g  ay work in a ciaaly — laada eo racognition. 2  2  2  2  2  3; 2
— r- 3 3 —
z: - 3 S 2
33 03 2 5> 3J 2
■MS O 2 ) o: 2
_ . __ __W •OS
w/ 3 33 2
33 2 2 ■s o : ©
3 35
Ploaaa raapaod eo eha following quaarion aa iadicaead by cba anawaring 1, 4 or 7 aa indicated.
79. to  wfaac extent do you find out how wall you are doing on the job aa you are working?
”  - Vary liee la . X often work for loag atreechaa without finding 
out how x an doing.
3  - Moderately, t  anaarinaa know how X an doing and other tinea
C  - Very inch. X get alaoae constant ‘feedback* on ay 
perforaanco as X work.
Plaaaa f i l l  in  the oval of eha nunhar eo eha righ t of each ite a  that aost cloaaly 
re fle c ts  your experience. iaaponaaa fron 1 (Very l i t t l e  feedback) to  1 (Vary ouch feedback).
Bow aucb of eha following attributes ia actually present an your jab.
• 0. The opportunity eo find out bow wall X aa doing in  ay jo b .— o  © 3  3) ® —
■3. B *  foaling ehat I know whether X an perfotning ay job wall
or poorly  ................       q  C  2  2  S  S  *
Please darken the oval of the response which bast expresses your fee l i ngs. The 
response scale for each question runs fron l  to  S.
42. For th is  job X do, I  feel eha anount of aonay X n k e  is :
—  —  ly i----
~  - neither good nor poor. 
3  - Fairly  poor.
3  - Vary poor.
t  Sir-Scan by MBC 144-1145 a 44 m m  ■  ■  page 04
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Please darken eha oval of eha response vbicfc baac upreeaas your feelings. Tha
raaponaa seals for each queaclon runs fron l eo S.________________________
83. To what arcane aza your naada aaeiafiad by the pay aaA  
banafiea you receive?
3  - Alnoat nooa of ay naada ara aaclafiad.
- vary faw of ay naada ara aaeiafiad.
~ - A faw of ay naada ara aaeiafiad.
2 - Many of ay naada ara aaeiafiad.
3  - Alaoae a l l  of ay naada ara aaeiafiad.
84. Considering abac tha eoac ia eo live in ebia area, ay pay ia:
2 - vary iaadaquaea.
^  - Znadaquaea.
I  - Barely adequate-
3 - Adaquaea.
3 - Nora ehaa adaquaee.
ss. Doaa che any pay ia handled around bare aake ie 
uorebehile for a person  eo sorb especially hard?
3 - I t  dafiniealy ancouraqaa hard aorfc.
3 - I t  eanda eo sncourage hard aorfc, 
ie  nakas llee la  d iffa
■ 2  - ie  eanda eo discourage hard aorfc.
CD - I t  dafini ealy diaoouroiaa hard aorfc.
88. Bow doaa eha mount of ncaey you noa aaka influence 
your overall aeeleudo toward your job?
3  - ie  haa a vary favorable influence.
3  - Zc has a fa irly  favorable influence.
-  x t  h it ao iofltMBCi o m  «bv dr th t dtlwr.
3  - Zt has a slightly  unfavorable influence.
3 - ze has a vary mfavorabla influence.
87. Do you aver have eba feeling you aeuld be batter off 
working under differenc supervision? (Bats overall 
supervision.)
3  - Z alnoee always fool ebia vay.
3  - Z frequently fool ebia vay.
"3 - Z occaeionally foal ebia vay.
3 * 1  eeldon foal ebia any.
3  - Z never fool ebia any.
8 8 . Bow do you faal aboue eba auporviaion you receive?
(Baee overall supervision.)
■3 * Z an avrranoly aaeiafiad.
3 - z aa wall aaeiafiad.
3  - Z an only aodaraeoly aaeiafiad.
3  * Z aa aoaaabac diasacisfied.
3  - Z an vary diasaciafiad.
89. Bow does eha way you ara eroaead by those ebo supervise 
you influence your overall aeeieuda toward your job? (Bata 
overall supervision.)
3 * I t  haa a vary imfavorsble influence.
3  - ze has a alighely unfavorable influence.
3  - ze haa no roal efface.
3 - Ze has a favorable influence.E  - ze has a very favorable influence.
90. Bow nucb do eba efforca of cboae abo supervise you add eo the 
success of your orqaairacion? (Baca overall supervision.)
3  - A vary graae deal.
3  - Quite a b it .
3  • Only a liee la .
3 * vary liee la .
3  - Alanac nothing.
91. The people abo supervise ne have: (Baea overall supervision.)
3  - May aora good eraics than bad onas.
3  - Nora good eraiea chan bad anas.
— - Aboue ebo sane aunbar of good eraics and bad anas.
3  - Nora bad tra i ts  than good ones.
3 - Many aore bad eraiea than good anas.
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Please darken eba oval of eha response vhich base aapraaaaa your feelings. fla
response aeala {or aacb question rana (roa l to 5.
92. Tha supervision z receive ia eba Mvi ebae: (Baca 
ovarall supervision.)
-  - Sraacly discourages aa froa giving ao ra  effo rt
-  - Tends eo diaeouraga aa f n a  giving ■ » »  effo rt
r  - Has lie e la  Influence aa aa
Z * Encourages aa eo giva extra affort
r  - Sraacly ancouragaa aa eo giva oners af fore
Please f i l l  ia  eba oval (1, 2, 1, or 41 co eba rigbe of oaeb 
itam ebae aoac cloaaly raflaccs your aapariaaeaa. responses:
1-serongly ageaa
2-ftgrae
3-Disagree
«-strongly dlsagraa
93- I  hava anougb inforaaeiaa eo gee ebe jab doaa............................■
94. I  raeaiva aaougb help and aquipaane eo gat eba job dona-----
95- I hava aaougb authority eo do ny j o b . . . . . . . . .............................
94. Ny supervisor ia  eaapeeent in doing hia or bar job..•
97. Ny reapooaibiliciea ara clearly defined.......................................
9a. the people Z work with ara ceavaeane ia  doing chair jobe ...
99. Ny auperviaor ia vary concerned aboue the welfare of chose 
under hin or her..................................................... ...................................
100. Ny^augerviaor ia  successful ia  geceiag people eo work
101. Ny supervisor is  helpful eo aa in geceiag ay job dona........
102. Tha people  z work with are helpful eo aa ia  geeciag sqr
103. Ny auperviaor is  frisadly......................................................................
104. z hava lie e la  control over >i«« things ebae happen to  wm___
105. Thera is  rea lly  no way Z can solva soon of ay problana-------
104. Thera ia liee la  Z can do eo change n a y  of eha iworeanethings in my l i f e ..................................................... ................ .................
107. z^ofeen faal helpless ia vieh eha problana in
108. Sonatinas I faal ehac Z'n being pushed arotad in U fa ..........
109. Nhae happens eo aa in eha fueure noacly depends on ne. . . . .
110. Z can do jua t aboue anything I reallv sac av nind eo do-----
• D 3 3
wear — /
s
•■=3 -D •D 3
“
—a
•w D 3
►w D 3 3
•CD ■D 3
TT>
’W w ■3
W*
CD 3
• 3 3 3
• d 3 3
*WN _w w
•CD D G£ 3
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Think of eha opporeunitioe for PBOMOTZGB that you hava now. Bow s a il  doaa aach of 
tha following worda o r phraaaa ilaai i Ilia poor opportunieiea? PliX ia  eha buhbla 
baaida aach word or phraaa halo* with eha appropriate  raaponaa.
Y Cor -Yea if  ie  doaeribaa your proaoeioa apporcuaitiea
» for "Ho" if  ie doaa aoc daacribe your prnanUrm apportuniciaa
a for *?* i f  you caaaoc decide
- Oood opportuaiciaa fo r proaoeioa 
ahae liaiced- Opportuaiciaa_______
- Proaoeioa aa ab ility
- Daad-oad job
- Oood chance for proaoeioa
- oafai r  proaoeioa policy
- Infrequent proaoeioao
- Regular proaoeiaoa
- Fairly  good rhanra of proaoeioa
YXS 1 ■0
x 3! 0
X aa
X v
CD •X
© U ® OB
CD X X a
CD SD X aa
CD CD X
CD SD X
Think of eha kind af SOPBVZSZCB ebae you gat oa eha job. Bov wall doaa aach of 
eha following worda o r phraaaa daacribe chia eupartrl eioa? P il l  ia  eha buhbla 
baaida each word or phraaa below wieh eha appropr i ate raaponaa.
Y for -Yea i f  ie daaeribao your ai^ arwiaioa 
H for -ho- i f  i t  doaa not daacribe 
U fo r •?* i f  you cannot decide
112. - hak my advica 
Bard to ploaaa 
Zapolite 
Praiaa good work 
Tactful 
Zafluencial 
Up-eo-daee
Doaaa't auperriee enough 
Baa favorieaa 
-  . Talla aa where Z atand Annoying
Stubborn 
Knowa job wall
Zacalligaae
Poor pli------
Around i they
n s ? BO
(D X X
CD (33 X
CD X X
CD X X
CD X X aa
© X X
© X X
© X X
© X X
© X X O i
© X X
© X X
© X X
T ' X X
© X X
© X X
© X X
© X X
Ploaaa f i l l  ia  eha oval (B. I .  O, or A) eo eha right of each 
ita a  ebae ooae cloaaly raflacea your eapariancaa. Beapeaaoa:
K-mvtR or  alaoac novar crua of your eurraae work acwirrwant
s-scatf l iMfS true of your eurraae work aorirooaanc
o -o p m  erua of your currant work aavirooaaat
a-almays or alaoae alwaya erua af your eurraae work aaviceoaane
113.
sowar
My coworkara and Z aaka a good taaa................................................X
gaae-
eiaea Of can Alwaya
© X ®
114. Thera ia a feeling of eruat aaoog the people Z work wieh
aoat cloaaly................... ................... ........................................... C X .Ti
115. Within ay work g m p , wa challaoga aach ochar'a idaaa ia  
a cenacrueeive way.....—........................................................................ © TV
u e . People in ay work group are open eo aaw idaaa......................... © 23 © m
117. Za ay work group, people are willing eo halp aach o th e r.. -X •y. © <■
118. There ia a good bland of akilla ia  ay work group................... T. oe
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Pleaae £111 In th* oval (a. *. o, or JU eo eba right of aach 
lean chac aoac cloaaly raflacea your eaparieneea. taapaoaaa:
y-rilvl* or alanac aavar erua of your eurraae work anviroaaaac 
S-someiim s  erua of your eurraae work aBvirooaane
0-orrnr erua of your eurraae aorfc aavtroooaac
1-MfcMB or alaooe alaaya erua of your eurraae aorfc anvlrrwant
119. The people ia  ay aorfc group ara coMdeeod eo our aorfc............Zi Z  Z Z
120. There ia  free aad opea 11—iiiiIi ai Irai within ay aorfc group. Z Z  ZZ Z
121. Ny auperviaor elaarly aata overall goala for aa.........................3 — ~  —
122. Ny auperviaor haa poor iaearparaeoal afcilla................................j .  Z  Z  Z
123. Ny auperviaor aarvaa aa a good aorfc nodal.....................................1 ~  ~  ~
124. Ny auperviaor'a aapaccatloaa fo r ay projoee(a) ara
unclear...................~T   2  Z  Z  Z
125. Ny auperviaor plana poorly 2  2 ^ 2
12s . Ny auperviaor aupporea eha aorfc group within ehaorganize cion    .y, — y  y
127. Ny auperviaor doaa not coanmicata a a ll with our aorfc
group         . . . . . 3; 2  ^
12*. I  gee eonacruecive feedback aboue ay aorfc.................. ................2  2  r  I
129. Ny auperviaor above confidence ia  our work group......................23 Z  Z  Z
130. Ny auperviaor valuaa individual coneribueiona eoprojace(a)......................................................................................................s  -3 .in 3
131. Ny auperviaor ia open eo new ideaa....................................................® o  35 Z
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This question consists of a nuabar of words that daacriba 
d iU tm e  feelings and aaoeioaa. Please raad aach icaa and daz 
cha appropriate answer in  eha oval provided. tadicaea eo abac 
extant you faal th is way right now, tha t la. ac the praaant mom
Responses:
1 - vary alighely or not a t a l l
2 - a liee la
3 - aodcracaly
4 - quite a hie
5 - extranely
132. Znearaacad... 
Diaeraaaad—
Rxcitad...........
u p s e t ..................
Strong.............
Ouilty  __
Scared..............
H ostile...........
Bnrhnaiaaeic.
Proud................
I r r i ta b le ___
A lert................
Inspired.
Deeaninad. A ttentive..
J i t te ry ___
Active.........
Afraid.........
Q  * ffl 3 3ffl 1 ® 2 ffl 3 3
vT 1 3  * ffl 3 3
~  1 ffl 2 ffl 3 3ffl 2 ffl 3 3ffl 1 ffl 2 ffl 3 3
ffl 2 ffl 3 3ffl 1 ffl 2 ffl 3 3ffl 2 ffl 3 3
■2 1 ffl 2 ffl 3 3
•3 i ffl 2 ffl 3 3
ffl 1 ffl 2 ffl 3 3
ffl 1 ffl 2 ffl 3 3
ffl 1 O  2 ffl 3 3
ffl 1 ff l  2 ffl 3 3
ffl 1 ffl 2 ffl 3 3
ffl I ffl 2 ffl 3 3
ffl 1 ffl 2 ffl 3 3
ffl 1 ffl 2 ffl 3 3
ffl 1 ffl 2 ffl 3 3
® Iffl \® I ® 5 ® I ® J ® I ® I ® I ® \ ® ICS 5® Iffl S
® 5 ® \ ® \ ® 5 ® 5ffl 5
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Learning Transfer Questionnaire - Version 2
Please darken the oval (1, 2, 3, 4 o r 51 
co che right of each ita a  ebae aoac cloaaly 
re fle c ts  your opinion about training.
Xnco:rrec^ aar• rks Correct rk  set i
ell any
0003
0 5 0 0 0
3000DOQu)■3BB3
3 5 0 0 2 5
35(5500
■3000seesQ®2)0
For the following items, please think about 
THE TRAINING PROGRAM AT THE ACADEMY:
1 - Strongly disagree 2 - Disagree 3 - ■either agree nor disagree
4 - Agree 5 - Strong ly agree
1. Prior to the training, Z know how the training 
program was suppoaed to  affect ay parfnieeni s ............. -35 35 35 (55
2. Training w ill incraaae personal productivity............... ■35 35 a ©
3. When I leave training, I  can’t  wait to get hack to 
work to try  what I  learned.- ................................................. ■35 35 3) (S3 ©
4 . I  believe the training w ill help ae do ay currentjob be tte r........... ................................................. ......................... S3 35 a ©
S. Z get ascitad whan Z chink about trying to eae ay 
new learning on ay job.............................................................. 35 33 S3 ©
6. Zf Z successfully use ey training, Z will receive a salary increase.............................................................................. -35 35 3 S3 ©
7. Before the training. Z bad a good understanding of 
how i t  would f i t  ny job-related development.................. ■33 35 S3 ©
8. 1 knew what to e q e c t from the training before i t  b t j in , ................................................................................................. ■35 S3 35 S3 ©
9. The expected outcomes of th is training were claar at 
che beginning of che train ing............................................... 35 35 ® ©
10. a^loyees in thie organisation are penalised for not 
using what they have learned ia  training........................ S3 W s> ©
11. ■mployees in th is  organisation raceiwe various perfca 
“hen they u ti lis e  newly learned afcllla an the jab— ■33 35 3 © ©
12. I f  I do not use ny training Z an unlikely to gat ara ise ........................ .......................................................................... ‘W 35 3 © S
13. *y work load allows ms tine to try  che aaw things Z
have leaned ............................................ .................... IT .. .____ ■CD 33 3 © ©
14. Tf J do not uee new cachnignee caught ia training Z 
w ill be reprimanded.. . . . .  .7777.. .777.............7. . . . . . . . 35 ■j-. a ©
15. I f  I  do not u tilise  ny training Z will be cautioned
about i t .......................... . ___777777............................................ 35 O ©
16. when employees in th is  organisation do not use their 
training i t  gets noticed.......................................................... S3 ©
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For the following items, please drink about 
THE TRAINING PROGRAM AT THE ACADEMY:ICJIC
17.
18.
1 9 .
2 0 . 
2 1 . 
22 .
2 3 .
2 4 .
2 5 . 
2( .
27.
2 8 .
2 9 .
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
l  - Strongly d iu f e t t  2 - D iu g m  3 - »4lthT  a g rn  nor d ita g m
4 - I g m  9 -  Itxoogly t g m
Z have t i l t  ia  ay schedule to rtisnga the way Z do 
things co f i t  ay new * .».»»<-g ................................................3 3
Srearms w ill have co change ay p rio rities before Z 
will be able Co apply ay new learning........... ......................~ - - ■3
Z wish Z had eiae to-do things che way Z know they 
should be done___________. . . . . . . . . . . _________________ .3 3 — .3 3
Ny colleagues appreciate ay using new sk ills  Z have
learned ia  tra in in g — .................................................................<3) 3 0 3 3
My colleagues encourage ee to use the «m h« Z have 
learned ia  e ra ia iag ........................................................................0 3 3 3 3
At work, ey colleagues expect ee co use abac Z learn 
in training. ....................................................................... ................3 MbW — 3 3
Ny- colleagues are pacient wieh as shea z try  out new 
axilla or techniques a t work.....................................................3 — 3 3
Ny auperviaor eeets with aa regularly co work on 
problana Z any be having in trying eo use ay 
training.................................................................................................3 3 —
My supervisor meets wieh me eo discuss ways co apply 
training on the job........................................................................3 w T* 3 3
Ny supervisor shows iaeeraat in what Z learn in
training.................................................................................................3 3 3 3
Ny supervisor opposes the use of the techniques Z 
learned in tra in in g ........................................................................3 3 3 3
Ny supervisor se ts  goals for ee which encourage ee 
to apply ny tra in ing  an the job.............................................. CD 3 3 ®
My supervisor le ts  ee know Z an doing a good job 
when I use ny tra in ing .................................................................3 kwb 3
Ny supervisor helps ee set rea lis tic  goals fo r job 
performance based an ny training............................................<3) 3 3 3 ©
My supervisor would use different techniques than 
chose r would be using if  t  use ny training. . , ---------- rp 3 *3 3 3
Ny supervisor chinks Z an being ineffective whan Z 
use che techniques caught in training________________ — - - 3 3
The instructional aids (equipannt, illu stra tions, 
etc.) used in  train ing  are very similar to rea l 
things Z use on the job............................................... ...............3 ©
The methods used in  training are very similar co how
we do i t  on the job.........................................................................~ — 2 3
PLEASE GO TO NEXT PAGE
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For the following hems, please think about 
THE TRAINING PROGRAM AT THE ACADEMY:
- Strongly disagree 2 - D1 eagre* 1 - H th a r  agr ee nor diaagra*
« - Agree S - Strongly agree
35. I  like ttan way training aaaea eo aids like ey job----- 3 3 3 ©
35. The a c tiv it ie s  and exorcises the trainers used 
helped aa know how to apply ny learning am the jo b ...3) O 3 3 3
37. I t  ia  c lea r to aa that eha people conrtiirrlng the 
train ing understand how £ will uae what Z learn...........33 © 3 3 ©
38. The tra in e r  (a) used lota of axaBlaa that ahnwarl ae 
how 1 could us* ny learning an the jab...............................CD a •3 3 ©
39. The way che tra iaer(s) caught the sacarial node as 
feel wore confident Z could apply i t ---------------------------33 CD 3 3 ©
40. The resources Z need to use what Z leamad w ill be 
available co ee a fte r  training..................................... ..........CD CD CD 3 S
41. Z w ill gee opportunieies eo use th is training an ny
0 3 3 ®
42. Nhac is  caught ia  training cloaaly natchsa ny jabrequirsnents...................................................................................... ® CD 3 3 ©
43. The situations used ia  eseiniag are very s ia i la r  co 
choae Z encounter on my job.....................................................CD CD 3 3 ©
44. There ara enough tnsssn resources available eo allow 
ae eo uae sk ills  acquired in training.................................CD CD 3 3 ©
45. AC work, budget lieicationa will prevent ae fron 
uaing s k illa  acquired in training.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . __CD CD 3 3 ®
45. ze w ill ba hard to  get nateriala and stm liaa  Z need 
eo uae che sk ills  and knowledge laamsd in training. .3) CD 3 3 ©
PLEASE GO TO NEXT PAGE
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PLEASE NOTE: THE DIRECTIONS HAVE CHANGED
For items 47 - 69, please think about
IRA] G IN GENERAL IN YOUR ORGANIZATIONICMC
1 - Strongly disagree
4 - Agri
Oil 3 - Belcher
47. Hie organisation doaa not really  value ey 
performance........................................................................................3 .3; G5 3 3
48. My job performance i n r s m  whan I  uae new rhinge 
chat r  have learned.........................................................- ............0 3) 05 3 3
49. The harder Z work ae learning, eba batter Z da ay
3) 3 3 3
50. For che aoac pare, the people abo gee rewarded 
around hare are the onea ehac da aomarhiag eo
deaerve ie .......................................................................................... .... C 3 3
51. Mhen Z do ehinga eo improve ny performance, good 
ehfnga happen Co ae.......................................................................3 C 3 3 3
52. Training uaually helpa me inereaae ny productivity -. .33 O 05 3 3
53. People around hera notice d a n  you do aonechiag well.—; 35 3 3 3
54. The more training 1 apply am ny job, eha better Z do
■y job................................................................................................... .... 3) .3
55. My job ia ideal for a one one ebo llkea eo gee rewarded 
when ehey do eoneehing really  good.......................................<3 3: G5 3 3
56. People in  ey group generally prefer eo uae existing 
■echods, raeher than try  new aathoda learned in tra in ing .............................................................................................{3 -•s 05 3 3
57. Experienced enployeee in ay group ridicule ochara 
when ehey uae eachniquae they learn ia  training...........C5 a O 3 3
58. People in  ny group are open eo changing the way ehey 
do ehinga.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 35 G5 3 3
59. People in  ny group are not w illing eo put in che 
e ffo rt eo rhanga the way ehinga are done— ....................3} 35 05 3 3
60. ^workgroup ia reluctant to cry new waye of doing
35 3 3
61. My workgroup ia open co change i f  i t  w ill inrove our job performance................................................................................3 35 O) 3 3
62. After training, I gee feedback fron people on bow 
well Z an applying whac z  learn..............................................3 35 35 3 3
PLEASE GO TO NEXT PAGE
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For the following items, please think about 
TRAINING IN GENERAL IN YOUR ORGANIZATION:
1 - Strongly diaagraa 2 - DisagzM 3 - fc ith e r  agi'M nor diaagraa
4 - Agraa S -  Strongly agraa
63. I  am confidant in  ay ab ility  eo uaa now ahilla ae
O <3 <3 ©
64. I navar doubt ay a b ility  eo uaa aawly laarnad ahilla
on eha jab.................................... ....................... .......................... . .© O • © © ©
65. 1 am aura I  can ovareoma obataclaa oo eha job that 
hinrlar ay uaa of now ah illa  or haoaladga..........................ffl O O S <S
66. At work, I  faal vary confidane uaing what z laarnad 
in  train ing ovon in  eha face of diffictile or raring 
Bicuaeiooa_____________________________________________ 5 O © <Z
67. Foopla ofean t a l l  — ehinga eo halp aa i^xova ay job
parforaanca.........................................................................................3) O © O <3
6*. hban z try  nav ehinga Z hava laarnad. Z know abo w ill halp aa ...................................................................................................3) CD a> © ©
69. Z ragularly hava cocrvaraaeiona wieh paopla aboue how 
eo iagiiuva ay performance...........................................................CD O 0 O ©
PLEASE NOTE: THE DIRECTIONS HAVE CHANGED
Please f i l l  ia  eha oval (l, 2, 3, «, or SI eo eha right of aach 
ieaa ehac aoac cloaaly raflacea your a^aciaacaa. Baopemaaat
1-To a  vary liee la  axeane
2-To a lie e la  aaeaat3-To eo— axeane
«-To a graac axeane 
S-To a vary graac axeane
70. To what axeane doaa your worh group plan eogaehor and 
coordinate iea a ffo rta? ..................................................................... O (3 0 ©
71. To what axeane doaa your worh group naira good daciaioma 
aolva problana —117............................................................................
and
S (3 © ©
72. To whac axeane do paraona in  your work group know wbne 
eboir job a ara and hnow hew eo do eh— wall?........................ <3 © © ©
73. To what axeane ia  information aboue i—oreane ovanca ant 
oicuaciona aharad within your work group7...............................
1
O a © ©
74. To whae axtonc doaa your work group raally wane eo n—e 
objaceiva auccoaofullyf.................... ...................... .........................
iea
<3 a © ©
PLEASE GO TO EXT PAGE
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Please £111 ia  che oval (1. 2. 3, 4, or S) eo eha xlghc of 
lean ehac aoac cloaaly raflacea your experts
1-To a vary lie e la  axeane
2-To a lie e la  axeane
3-To soaa axeane
4-To a graac axeane
5-To a vary great axeane
75. To whac axeane ia  your work group abla eo respond eo 
unusual work dananda placad upon ie?..................... ............
76. to abac axeane do you hava eonfldaaca and exuac ia  eha
parsons in  your uorlc group?.................................................................3  3 3  3 ®
Please £111  in  eha oval ( 1 .  2 .  3 ,  « ,  or 5) eo eha rigbc of aach 
ieaa ehac m e  closely raflacea your asparia --------------
1-Haver erua
2-Alaose never erua
3-Soawciaas erua
4-Alaoae always erua
5-Alwaya erua
In ay work envix
77. The auperviaor esgihxalxaa produccioo............................................... Z; *1 3 3
78 - ■aployees axe rewarded on eha basis of eba quaneiey of chair
3 3 3 3
79. There ia alaoae a eoneinuous series of rtoadHnae and eighcschedules........................................................................................... . . . . . . O ® 3 3
•0. Thare are high perforaaace standards.............................................. O 3) 3 3
81. There ia aexoag prassure eo produce............................................... 3 3 ■3 3
•2. There ia aeriaus conflict aaong eha a ^ lo y e e s .. . . . ................ ® 3 3 3
83. Inployaes gae along well wieh aach other and anjoy chair
3 Z} 3 3
■4. ■aployees exuac ana anothar and offer support eo one
another............................................................................................................ w 3 *3 3
95. Thera is  eeaamorfc..................................................................................... o 3 3 3
86. A friendly acansphexa prevails.......................................................... o 3 3 3
87. There is  eha opportunity eo do a —»—■ of diffarane 
things____________________________________________________ ® 3 3 3
88. The w rk  requires a lo t of technical training........................... o 3 3 3
89. Thare ia eha opportunity eo do challenging aorfc— ......... .. o 3 3 3
90. Thera ia eha opporcunity eo accomiliah sonarhing 
worthwhile.................... ....................... ........................ .............. . .  —  . . . o *«■> 3 3
91. Thare ia eha opportunity to  uaa sk ill and a b ilit ie s .............. -3 s 3 3 3
92. Baqtloyees have variety in the ir work.............................................. 3 3 V-
93. ■ngloyees have eha proper background and training to do the__ o 3; 3 3
94. gaployeea received sufficien t training.......................................... — 3 3 ■e* 3
PLEASE GO TO NEXT PAGE
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Please f i l l  in etae oval (1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) eo tbs righ t of each 
icea ehac aoac closely reflects your experiences- kaeprwiasa:
1-Never true
2-Alnosc never exue
3-SosMtiass true
4-Alnost always true
5-Always true
95. hew e^jloyeea experience problana bseauae they do not get 
enough training................... . . . _____. . . ______. . . . ------------------- O 2> 3 3 .
96. The anployeea pursue excellence ia  the ir sork............................• O 3 3 3 —
97. Bxployees try  hard co get ahead.............................. — . —  — O 3 3 3 —
98. 3 3 3 3
99. Bployees are interested and deeply involved in  th e ir  work-3 • 3 3 3 3 m
ai&TRUCTIOMSs POT the following lease, please think about aeeerrs or was wwosTwurwe rw 
TOOK CURREMT JOB AMD nr YOURg»K  -----
Zf you think the scacasanc is  true or soscly tree, anever fay darkening 1m .  zf you 
think efae stataeene is  false or eoacly false, answer by darkening PM il.
101. People can wear wild looking clothing while ea eba ]«b i f  they 
wane.............................................. ....................................... ........................................
102. People are expec ted eo follow set rales in doing th e ir  work-----
103. Supervisors keep a rather close watch an e^loyees............................
104. Rules and regulations are pretty well defined.....................................
105. Superviaore are alwaye checking an snloyees end supervise then 
very closely...............................................................................  - ..........
106. Supervisors do not often give into e^loyee pressure.......................
107. taployees are e je c te d  eo conform rather s tr ic tly  to  the rules
ana custans.......................... ....................................... .............................................
108. Zf an eaployee cense in  lace, he can aaka i t  19 by staying late.
109. There is  conetant preeause eo keep working..................... - ................
110. There always a sens to  be aa urgency about sverythiag-  ..............
111. People cannot afford co relax.........................................................................
112. nobody works too hard..........................................................................................
113. There is  no tie s  pressure................................................. ...............................
114. Zt is  very hard to keep up wieh your work load.....................................
115. You can take ie  easy and s t i l l  get the job done..................................
116. There are alwaye deadlines to east..............................................................
117. People often have to  work overtine co get the ir work done...........
TROT PMSt
3 -
3 -
■•3 3 •
3 •
3 "
3 -
3 ■
3 -
•■3 3 —
3 —
3 so
3 —
3 •
© —
© —
3 —
©
©
PLEASE GO TO NEXT PAGE
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I t  you chink chi acaceneae ia erua or aoady erua, anawer by darkening'nos. i f  you 
chink eba acacaownc ia  falaa or aoady falee, anawer by darkening D U I.
118. People go oue of chair way eo halp a aaw aaployaa faal
coaforcabla..................................................................................................................... s  ©
119. Tha acaoaphere ia  aoaawhac i^eraooal C  r
120. People cake peraonal incereac in each ocher © ©
121. Eavloyaaa rarely  do ehinga eogecher afcar work © ©
122. People are generally frank aboue how ehey faa l © ©
123. l^ployaea of can ear lunch eogecher © ©
12«. Eogiloyeea who d if fe r  gready froa ochera ia  eha oxganixacion
don'C gee on w all........................................................................................................© ©
125. b^layaae ofeen calk eo each ocher aboue chair peraonal problana .©
126. Ofeen people wake crouble by calking >»>■<"«< ochera* backa ................©
± Sir-Scan by MEC 381-1145 • «r ■ ■ ■  ■  ■  Page 08
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This question consists of s  "™*“ r  of words cbac describe 
d ifferen t feelings and enotisas. Vlaasa road each ieaa and darksn 
the appropriate anawer in che oval provided. Indicate co d e c  
extent you feel ttaia way right now, that is , a t the preaenc nonent-
KttpOQttS:
1 - very alighely or not a t a ll
2 - a l i t t l e
3 - aoderaeely 
« - quite a b it 
5 - exerenely
127. In terested— 
D istressed—
Kxciced-.........
Opeet................
Strong..............
g u ilty ..............
Scared..............
H ostile ............
en thusiastic.
Proud................
I r r i t abl e -----
A lert.
Inspired.
Detereined. 
A tten tive ..
J i t t e r y -----
Active..........
Afraid.........
©  I ©  3 ©©  2 ©  3 ©
©  2 ®  1 ©•CD 1 ©  2 ®  2 ©©  2 ©  3 ©
- C  1 ©  2 ©  3 ©
©  2 ©  3 ©
©  2 ©  3 ©
©  2 ©  3 ©
©  2 ©  3 ©
©  2 ©  3 ©
©  2 a> 3 ©
©  2 ©  3 a
' W 1 ©  2 ®  3 ©
©  2 ©  3 ©
©  2 ©  3 ©
©  2 ©  3 ©
©  2 ©  3 ©
©  2 ©  3 ©
©  2 ©  3 ©
® i ® J ® I s
® i ® J ® I ® I ® ! ® ? ® I ® 5 ®  *® i® I® i® 5® 5® !  s
A Sir-Scan by MEC 31I-114S § gr
209
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
APPENDIX C 
INSTRUCTIONS TO PARTICIPANTS
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P lease  read:
Training Transfer Environment Instrum ent
and
Learning Transfer Questionnaire - Version 2 
INSTRUCTIONS TO PARTICIPANTS:
The purpose of the confidential questionnaires is to  obtain a 
p ic tu re  of your experiences in your cu rren t job  and in your 
w ork environm ent
This is NOT a t e s t  There are  no right o r wrong answ ers.
The questionnaires seek to  obtain your perceptions of the day- 
to-day interactions, ta sk s  and training experiences that you 
m o st often have in your current work environm ent
The questionnaires a re  being adm inistered a s  a  part of a 
nationwide research study by m ajor universities and 
professional organizations to  examine various aspects of 
organizational environm ents.
Your individual responses to  the questionnaires will be strictly 
confidential. The questionnaires request no  demographic or 
background information from the participants.
YOU ARE ASKED TO PUT A CODE ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
THAT YOU COMPLETE IN THE MORNING (TRAINING 
TRANSFER ENVIRONMENT INSTRUMENT) f AND TO USE 
THAT SAME CODE AT THE END OF THE SESSION 
(LEARNING TRANSFER QUESTIONNAIRE-VERSION 2).
YOU MAY USE A 4-DIGIT CODE CONSISTING OF: THE LAST 
FOUR DIGITS OF YOUR SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER; THE 
LAST FOUR DIGITS OF YOUR DRIVER’S LICENSE NUMBER; 
OR, THE LAST FOUR DIGITS OF YOUR ZIP ♦ 4. IT DOES NOT 
MATTER WHICH FOUR DIGIT NUMBER YOU USE.
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THE PURPOSE OF THE CODE IS TO MATCH THE 
PARTICIPANTS RESPONSE IN THE MORNING TO THE SAME 
PARTICIPANTS RESPONSE AT THE END OF THE TRAINING. 
IN OTHER WORDS, TO MAKE SURE THAT WE CAN MATCH 
YOUR RESPONSE IN THE MORNING WITH YOUR RESPONSE 
AT THE END OF THE SESSION.
YOU MAY WANT TO JOT DOWN THE 4-DIGIT CODE USED IN 
THE MORNING TO ENSURE THAT YOU USE THE SAME ONE 
AT THE END OF THE TRAINING.
Rem em ber P lease mark your an sw ers  with a #  two pencil on  
the  questionnaires for com puter tabulation purposes. Make 
su re  th a t your m arks are dark and  tha t you completely fill in 
the  ovals. If you w ish to  change  a  response, erase  th e  first 
mark completely. P lease respond  to  all items.
Upon completion o f th is  questionnaire, p lease return it to  th e  
administrator.
Thank you for your participation.
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APPENDIX D 
OTHER MEASURES INVESTIGATED FOR THIS STUDY
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LISTING OF INSTRUMENTS INVESTIGATED FOR THIS STUDY BUT NOT 
USED:
The Business Organizational Climate Index: Payne, R. L., & Pheysey (1971). 
G. G. Stem’s organizational climate index: A reconceptualization and application to
The Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale. Watson, D., & Friend, R. (1969). 
Examines the apprehension about other’s evaluations and distress over negative 
evaluations. Measurement of social evaluation anxiety. Journal of Consulting and 
Clinical Psychology. 33 .448-457.
The Higher Order Need Strength Scale: Hackman, J. R., & Lawler, E. E., HI 
(1971). Employee reactions to job characteristics. Journal of Applied Psychology. 55. 
259-286.
The Leader Appraisal Survey: Hall, J. (1971). Assesses leadership practices 
and attitudes. The Woodlands, TX: Teleometrics International, Inc.
The Learning Organization Questionnaire: Gephart, Holton, Marsick, & 
Redding, (1996). Baton Rouge, LA: School of Vocational Educational.
The Management Assessment of Proficiency Survey: Perry, S. B. (1985) 
Assesses participant strengths and weaknesses in twelve areas of managerial 
competency. Princeton, NJ: Training House, Inc.
The Management Styles Inventory: Hanson, J. R., & Silver, H. F. (1981) 
Assesses management style. Moorestown, NJ: Hanson Silver Strong & Associates, Inc.
The Minnesota Importance Questionnaire: Rounds, J. B., Henly, G. A., Dawis, 
R. V., Lofquist, L. H., & Weiss, D. J. (1981). Measures psychological needs underlying 
values found to be relevant to work adjustment. Minneapolis, MN: Minnesota Studies in 
Vocational Rehabilitation, Vocational Psychology Research Department.
The Minnesota Job Description Questionnaire: (1977). The MJDQ is designed 
to measure the reinforcer (need satisfier) characteristics of jobs along 21 reinforced 
dimensions of an occupation. Minneapolis, MN: Minnesota Studies in Vocational 
Rehabilitation, Vocational Psychology Research Department.
The Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire: Weiss, D. J., Dawis, R. V., England, 
G. W., & Lofquist, L. H., & (1967). A theory of work adjustment. Measures employee 
satisfaction with the job. Minneapolis, MN. Minnesota Studies in Vocational 
Rehabilitation: Vocational Psychology Research Department.
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The Need for Clarity Scale: Ivancevieh & Donnelly (1974). A study o f the role 
of clarity, and need for clarity in three occupational groups. Academy of Management
Journal. 17. 28-36.
The Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire: Wallace, M. J., 
Ivancevieh, J. M., & Lyon, H. L. (197S). Measurement modification for assessing 
organizational climate in hospitals. Academy of Management Journal. 18 (1), 82-97.
The Organizational Climate Index: Stem, G. G., Steinhoff, C. R., & Richman, J. 
(1970) Designed to characterize the psychological climates of a variety of 
organizations. Syracuse, NY: FAAX Corp.
The Organizational Climate Survey: Schneider, B. (1972). Organizational 
climate: Individual preferences and organizational realities. Journal of Applied 
Psychology. 56 (3). 211-217
The Organizational Culture Inventory: Cooke, R. A , & LafFerty, J. C. (1989) 
Assesses an organizations norms and expectations. Plymouth, MI: Human Synergistics,
Inc.
The Organizational Frustration Scale: Spector, P. E. (1975). Relationships of 
organizational frustration with reported behavior reactions of employees. Journal of 
Applied Psychology. 60. 635-637.
The Personal Evaluation Inventory: Shrauger, B. (1990). The scale examines 
self-confidence, an aspect of self-evaluation defined as a person’s sense of his or her 
own competence or skill and perceived capacity to deal will various situations. 
Measures o f Personality and Social Psychological Attitudes Series. Eds. Robinson, 
Shaver, & Wrightman, 1991, San Diego, CA: Academic Press.
The Powerlessness Scale: Kohn & Schooler (1983). The scale focuses on the 
sense of being powerless (the lack o f personal efficacy) rather than being powerful. 
From: A  Neal and M. Seeman, 1964. Organizations and powerlessness: A test of the 
mediation hypothesis. American Sociological Review. 29, 216-225.
The Productivity Environment Preference Survey: Price, G. E., Dunn, R , & K. 
Dunn (1982). Developed as a comprehensive approach to identify how adults prefer to 
function, learn, concentrate, and perform their occupational and educational activities. 
Lawrence, Kansas: Price Systems, Inc.
The Self Directed Learning Readiness Scale: Guglielmino, L. M. (1997). 
Reliability and validity of the self-directed learning readiness scale and the learning 
preference assessment. In H. B. Long & Associates. Expanding horizons in self­
directed learning, (p. 209-221). Norman, OK: Public Managers Center, College of 
Education. University of Oklahoma.
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The Self Esteem at Work Survey: Quinn, R. P., & Shepard, L. J. (1974). The 
1972-73 Quality of Employment Survey. Institute for Social Research, University o f 
Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan.
The Self Esteem Scale: Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self- 
image. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
The Styles of Teamwork Inventory: Hall, J. (1963). Assesses individual feelings 
about working in teams and behaviors employed in work team situations. The 
Woodlands, TX: Teleometrics International, Inc.
The Survey of Management Practices: Hall, J. (1987). Assesses a manager’s 
organizational practices and whether the enhance employee productivity. The 
Woodlands, TX: Teleometrics International, Inc.
The Survey of Organizational Climate: Perry, S. B. (1996). Assesses an 
individual’s opinion of his/her organizational climate. Princeton, NJ: Training House, 
Inc.
The Survey of Organizational Culture: Tucker & McCoy, (1989). Developed to 
identify organizational purpose and mission, perceptions of customers and 
interrelationships of organizational members. Omaha, NE: Human Services Resource 
Group.
The Survey of Organizational Stress: Quality of Life Survey in Your 
Organizational Setting: Nelson, C. W. (1981). Provides analysis and feedback for 
individuals and management to help reduce stress-related illness. Terre Haute, IN: 
Management Research Associates.
The Survey of Organizations: Taylor, J. C., & Bowers, D. G. (1972). Survey of 
organizations: A machine scored standardized questionnaire instrument. Ann Arbor, 
Michigan: Institute of Social Research, University of Michigan,
The Survey of Work Values: (1975). A questionnaire concerning the way people 
feel about work. Bowling Green State University, Bowling Green, Ohio.
The Survey of Work Styles Inventory: Jackson, D. N., & Gray, A  M. (1988). A 
measure o f six components of Type A behavior. Port Huron, MI: Sigma Assessment 
Systems, Inc.
The Transfer of Learning from Class to Job Survey: Perry, S. (1992). Princeton, 
NJ: Training House, Inc.
The Values Scale: Nevill, D. D., & Super, D. E. (1989). A cross cultural 
measure o f values in various life roles. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press, 
Inc.
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The Work Adjustment Inventory: Gilliam, J. E. (1994). Designed to assess 
adults’ temperament toward work activities, work environment, and other aspects of 
work. Austin, TX: PRO-ED, Inc.
The Work As An Information Environment: Hanser, L. ML, & Muchinsky, P. 
M  (1978). Work a s  an  information environment. Examines the nature o f sources of 
information in the work environment. Department of Psychology, Western Kentucky 
University: Academic Press, Inc.
The Work Motivation Inventory: Hall, J., & Williams, M. S. (1980). A self 
assessment of the needs and values you consider important in making decisions about 
work. The Woodlands, TX: Teleometrics International, Inc.
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PEARSON’S CORRELATION MATRIX
LTQlx LTQ2X LTQ3X LTQ4x LTQSx LTQOx
L.TQ1X 1.000000
0.000000
0240008
0.000553
0.078471
0280380
0.117304
0.088077
0.185903
0.018521
0220833
0.000000
LTQ2x 0.240000
0.000S53
1.000000
0.000000
0285003
0.000131
0213418
0.002201
0280720
0.000000
0298481
0.000000
LTQ3x 0.078471
02B0380
0285003
0.000131
1.000000
0.000000
0.448907
0.000000
0.179350
0210848
0251605
0.000304
LTQ4X 0.11730*
0.000077
0213416
0.002201
0.448007
0.000000
1.000000
0.000000
0.022754
0.748404
0239978
0.000001
LTQSx 0.169003
0.018521
0200720
0.000000
0.170350
0.010048
0.022754
0.748404
1200000
ft.OfflWftQ
0230905
0.000001
LTQSx 0.320833
0.000003
0208481
0.000000
0251805
0.000304
0230078
0.000001
0.330905
0.000001
1.000000
0.000000
LTQ7X 0-250373
0.000328
0.188840
0.008801
0270810
0.000000
0.188145
0.007002
0279782
0.000053
0.484084
0.000000
LTQSx -0.180304
0.018007
•0.123175
0.070231
0.071001
0215310
0.085820
0225870
•0.111113
0.114514
•0252341
0.000271
LTQ11X 0.330355
0.000002
0.358208
0.000000
0.080431
0282020
0.032034
0250852
0.521783
0.000000
0.434644
0.000000
LTQ12X 0252842
0.000208
0222023
0.000000
0248070
0.000357
0.180813
0.010401
0278832
0.000000
0.428737
0.000000
LTQ13X 0.184800
0.008800
0213501
0.000005
0244003
0.000000
0.134500
0.058338
0235348
0200001
0.445982
0.000000
LTQ14X -0.085521
0.355425
-0.133120
0.058838
•0.158482
0.028033
•0.173853
0.013578
•0.150688
0.026329
•0.352250
0.000000
LTQISx 0274303
0.000078
0.338810
0.000001
0.118508
0.000007
0.093028
0.183843
0.430111
0.000000
0.344884
0.000000
LTQISx 0.100843
0.008711
0272748
0.000000
0.437871
0.000000
0280803
0.000054
0249406
0.000344
0.488889
0.000000
LEGEND:
LTQIjc Learning Readiness 
LTQ2x: Motivation to Transfer Learning 
LTQ3x: Personal Outcomes -  PoaMva 
LTCMx: Personal Outcomes-Negative 
LTQSx: Personal Capecty to Trarnfer 
LTQfljc Peer Support 
LTQ7x: Superviaor/Manager Support 
LTQSx: Supervisor/Manager Sanctions
LTQUx: Opportunity to Use Looming
LTQ12c TranalOr Blurt-PartPtmanoa Expectations 
LTQISx: Performance Outcome Expectation
LTQ14x: Reiirtanco to Change
LTQISx: Performance Set Efficacy 
LTQISx: FeedbecfclPerfotmancc Coaching
219
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
LTQ1x LTQ2x LTQ3x LTQ4X LTQSx LTQSx
IWMS 0207486
0.003438
0.301056
0.000016
0.036610
0.568102
0.030010
0.577655
0.105082
0.140656
0210273
0.002873
LRBP -0.025704
0.718S21
0.131342
0.081132
0.107224
0.128706
0.323801
0.000003
-0.020630
0.674747
0.124501
0.076028
TGAF 0.127060
0.072286
-0.020406
0.772606
0.185032
0.000547
0.077507
0273550
0.063536
0.360016
0.113003
0.105038
SES 0.031008
0.852130
0.245615
0.000399
0.130564
0.063973
0.053144
0.452555
0.160288
0.022345
0.072513
0.302612
LTQ7x LTQSx LTQ11x LTQ12X LTQ13x LTQ14x
LTQ1X 0.250373
0.000328
•0.160304
0.016007
0.330355
0.000002
0252642
0.000206
0.164690
0.006660
•0.065521
0.355425
LTQ2X 0.188640
0.006891
•0.123175
0.070231
0.356208
0.000000
0.522023
0.000000
0.313501
0.000005
•0.133120
0.056936
LTQ3x 0.376610
0.000000
0.071001
0.315319
0.000431
0.302920
0240076
0.000357
0.511003
0.000000
•0.156462
0.026033
LTQ4x 0.186145
0.007092
0.065620
0225679
0.032034
0.650652
0.180613
0.010401
0.134500
0.056336
-0.173853
0.013578
LTQSx 0.279782
0.000053
-0.111113
0.114514
0.521783
0.000000
0.376832
0.000000
0.335348
0.000001
•0.156668
0.026329
LTQSx 0.404064
0.000000
-0252341
0.000271
0.434644
0.000000
0.426737
0.000000
0.445002
0.000000
-0.352250
0.000000
LTQ7x 1.000000
0.000000
•0.123613
0.077676
0270202
0.000003
0.305076
0.000010
0.616016
0.000000
-0260561
0.000105
LTQISx -0.123813
0.077676
1.000000
0.000000
-0.434610
0.000000
•0211545
0.002500
•0.141472
0.044077
0212415
0.000006
LTQ11x 0.270202
0.000003
•0.434610
0.000000
1.000000
0.000000
0.415322
0.000000
0.350817
0.000000
•0250566
0.000322
LTQ12x 0.305076
0.000010
•0211545
0.002500
0.415322
0.000000
1.000000
0.000000
0.510854
0.000000
-0248224
0.000381
LTQ13x 0.816018
0.000000
•0.141472
0.044077
0.350617
0.000000
0.510654
0.000000
1.000000
0.000000
•0281002
0.000051
LEGEND;
IWMS: Internal Wort Motivation TGAF: Feadback on Goal Sattins
LRBP: Punitive Reward Behavior SES: General Self Efficacy
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LTQ7x LTQSx LTQIIx LTQ12x LTQ13x LTQ14x
LTQ14x •0.269561
0.000105
0.312415
0.000008
-0.250566
0.000322
-0.246224
0.000381
•0.2S1002
0.000051
1.000000
0.000000
LTQISx 0.149247
0.033128
-0.254336
0.000242
0.388987
0.000000
0.533945
0.000000
0274408
0.000074
-0.171852
0.014580
LTQISx 0.S02971
0.000000
•0.044819
0.525464
0.134703
0.055351
0.428491
0.000000
0.568700
0.000000
•0258390
0.000239
IWMS -0.026502
0.710212
•0265527
0.000150
0.243439
0.000531
0.307828
0.000011
0.174628
0.013870
•0.196402
0.005673
LRBP 0.030753
0.662373
•0.005611
0.936522
•0.014523
0.830859
0.158533
0.024230
0.072286
0.305412
-0.077783
0271198
TGAF 0.392797
0.000000
•0.019873
0.780558
0.064190
0.232385
0.104596
0.139478
0208284
0.000008
•0.101823
0.150340
SES 0.000355
0.995984
0.074362
0290491
0.035469
0.614513
0.267737
0.000117
0.144390
0.039848
•0.030287
0.579009
LTQISx LTQ16x IWMS LRBP TGAF SES
LTQ1X 0.274303
0.000078
0.190643
0.008711
0.207486
0.003438
•0.025704
0.718521
0.127080
0.072266
0.031906
0.652130
LTQ2X 0.339810
0.000001
0.372748
0.000000
0.301056
0.000016
0.131342
0.061132
-0.020408
0.772806
0245615
0.000392
LTQ3x 0.119599
0.090007
0.437671
0.000000
0.038819
0.588102
0.107224
0.128796
0.185032
0.008547
0.130584
0.083973
LTQ4x 0.093928
0.183643
0.280863
0.000054
0.039910
0.577655
0.323891
0.000003
0.077597
0273550
0.053144
0.452555
LTQSx 0.430111
0.000000
0.249406
0.000344
0.105082
0.140856
•0.029630
0.674747
0.083536
0.369016
0.180288
0.022345
LTQSx 0.344864
0.000000
0.486969
0.000000
0.210273
0.002873
0.124501
0.076028
0.113903
0.105638
0.072513
0.302891
LTQ7x 0.149247
0.033128
0.502971
0.000000
-0.026502
0.710212
0.030753
0.662373
0.392797
0.000000
0.000355
0.995984
LTQ8x -0.254336
0.000242
-0.044819
0.525464
-0.265527
0.000150
-0.005611
0.936522
-0.019673
0.780558
0.074362
0290491
LTQ11X 0.388967
0.000000
0.134703
0.055351
0.243439
0.000531
-0.014523
0.836659
0.084190
0232385
0.035469
0.614513
LTQ12X 0.533945
0.000000
0.426491
0.000000
0.307828
0.000011
0.158533
0.024230
0.104598
0.139478
0287737
0.000111
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LTQISx LTQISx IWMS LRBP TGAF SES
LTQ13x 0-274408
0.000074
0.586700
0.000000
0.174628
0.013870
0.072286
0.305412
0.306264
0.000008
0.144390
0.039648
LTQ14x -0.171652
0.014580
-0.256390
0.000239
•0.196402
0.005673
-0.077783
0271196
-0.101823
0.1S0340
-0.039267
0.579009
LTQISx 1.000000
0.000000
0.296013
0.000018
0208604
0.003109
0.111446
0.112529
0.070521
0265466
0256476
0.000213
LTQ10X 0.296013
0.000018
1.000000
0.000000
0.072456
0.310382
0.113723
0.106192
0265596
0.000133
0.154538
0.027702
IWMS 0.208604
0.003109
0.072456
0.310382
1.000000
0.000000
0225444
0.000003
0.005422
0.939572
0201713
0.004277
LRBP 0.111446
0.112529
0.113723
0.106192
0.325444
0.000003
1.000000
0.000000
0219419
0.001659
0.072668
0.301650
TGAF 0.078521
0.265468
0265596
0.000133
0.005422
0.939572
0219419
0.001059
1.000000
0.000000
0.090619
0.198512
SES 0.256478
0.000213
0.154538
0.027702
0201713
0.004277
0.072068
0.301650
0.090619
0.196512
1.000000
0.000000
TGAG AFWS CPS MNQ WRESE WRESR
LTQ1X 0.114381
0.105041
0.154866
0.027758
0.173920
0.013308
0.174664
0.013373
0.101463
0.150767
0.119305
0.090805
LTQ2X 0.154339
0.027906
0.098226
0.162201
0.313959
0.000005
0.166997
0.017528
0.163349
0.019572
0207197
0.002944
LTQ3x 0.063416
0.371122
0259109
0.000196
0.107896
0.126403
0.046828
0.510240
0.039267
0.579006
0.316585
0.000004
LTQ4x -0.143605
0.041971
0.010921
0.877406
0.060367
0.393418
-0.044017
0.535985
0.021224
0.764318
0.110252
0.118285
LTQSx 0.150771
0.032208
0.036231
0.607814
0.195812
0.005113
0.012635
0.858704
0224468
0.001284
0.072282
0.305435
LTC6x 0.127548
0.069758
0.175676
0.011960
0229511
0.000960
0.143209
0.042028
0.169529
0.015349
0273432
0.000076
LEGEND
TGAG: Participation in Goal Setting MNQ: Need for Achievement
AFWS: Normlessness WRESE: Effort Performance Expectations
CPS: Experienced Responsibility for WRESR: Performance Reward Expectancy
Work Outcomes
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TGAG AFWS CPS MNQ WRESE WRESR
LTQ7x 0.308740
0.000009
0.300828
0.000012
0.095478
0.174331
0.022136
0.754514
0.078109
0288803
0290172
0.000000
LTQSx •0.064748
0.35S744
•0.049653
0.480643
-0.155822
0.025949
•0.109081
0.125750
-0.086758
0217252
-0.148836
0.033621
LTQ11X 0.085733
0.223909
0.008784
0.159817
0228965
0.001097
0.109228
0.121762
0.187495
0.007245
0.172909
0.013394
LTQ12X 0.149913
0.033213
0.113465
0.107872
0.375839
0.000000
0270038
0.000110
0289851
0.000103
0.350643
0.000000
LTQISx 0.367975
0.000000
0.404782
0.000000
0287350
0.000115
0.146833
0.037524
0224898
0.001256
0295442
0.000000
LTQT4X -0.000880
0.922808
•0.055615
0.431782
-0295567
0.000020
-0.028136
0.892485
-0.099709
0.157992
-0235262
0.000751
LTQISx 0.114985
0.102346
0.033707
0.632218
0248592
0.000337
0.311278
0.000007
0295781
0.000017
0.191452
0.006086
LTQISx 0.213489
0.002286
0.195709
0.005137
0.171572
0.014381
0.059183
0.403906
0.170090
0.015280
0.353118
0.000000
IWMS 0.129318
0.069405
0.177281
0.012246
0.467407
0.000000
0.334834
0.000001
0275270
0.000063
0.340672
0.000001
LRBP -0.156527
0.025736
0.067469
0.337646
0250701
0.000298
0.196841
0.004988
0.081378
0247239
0232462
0.000821
TGAF 0.164118
0.019600
0253768
0.000259
0.111384
0.113625
0.052312
0.460803
0.114171
0.104815
0.409124
0.000000
SES 0.137602
0.050260
0.078206
0266203
0297887
0.000015
0291106
0.000026
0262814
0.000146
0.124585
0.075828
JDS IORF IORS FSJS MAST JDIO
LTQ1X 0.087947
0.217918
0.016587
0.815672
0.155397
0.027222
0.150452
0.032579
-0.027080
0.702044
0.163533
0.020045
LTQ2X 0.051996
0.464641
-0.277890
0.000065
0.172418
0.013664
0.179517
0.010194
0.152568
0.029370
0226367
0.001131
LEGEND:
JOS: Feedback FSJS: Resource Adequacy
IORF: Financial Elements MAST: Mastery Scale
IORS: Supervision JOIO: Opportunity for Promotion
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JOS IORF IORS FSJS MAST JDIO
LTQ3x 0.180687
0.010853
•0.080892
0.257224
0.132101
0.060920
0.097474
0.167570
0.150770
0.032209
0238513
0.000630
LTQ4x 0.093073
0.192168
-0.122667
0.084338
-0.046476
0.511312
0.018078
0.798444
-0.047892
0.498513
0.118033
0.094325
LTQSx -0.049179
0.490320
•0.172342
0.014675
0.130631
0.063215
0.165042
0.018617
0.112457
0.110168
0.130104
0.064296
LTQSx 0.219097
0.001827
•0.194923
0.005556
0245669
0.000398
0290971
0.000024
0.091284
0.194115
0212475
0.002281
LTQ7x 0.459192
0.000000
•0.237828
0.000675
0.436956
0.000000
0.367377
0.000000
0.132581
0.058711
0214028
0.002113
LTQSx -0.174545
0.013437
0.129325
0.067287
•0.182657
0.008926
•0251510
0.000285
•0.026736
0.704256
•0.072257
0.304401
LTQ11x 0.073993
0.297743
•0237203
0.000698
0202982
0.003594
0237974
0.000609
0.072720
0201310
0.154266
0.027593
LTQ12X 0.138649
0.051411
-0.134510
0.057567
0230028
0.000990
0.313191
0.000006
0275016
0.000075
0241418
0.000538
LTQ13X 0.349326
0.000000
-0216397
0.002086
0.432104
0.000000
0.423565
0.000000
0280685
0.000050
0.365592
0.000000
LTQ14x -0.155825
0.028367
0.128523
0.069720
•0217949
0.001833
-0.318723
0.000004
•0.105561
0.134869
•0216179
0.002001
LTQISx -0.011399
0.872720
•0.051168
0.470674
0.157385
0.024568
0.148000
0.034641
0.156047
0.025829
0214017
0.002114
LTQISx 0.325710
0.000003
-0.165935
0.018861
0259999
0.000180
0212896
0.002291
0.072477
0.304131
0.162230
0.020751
IWMS •0.018125
0.800922
•0.177281
0.012927
0255925
0.000264
0258290
0.000230
0.092462
0.193975
0238430
0.000696
LRBP 0.119620
0.091575
-0.149680
0.033938
0.113012
0.107536
0216781
0.001844
0.003595
0.959304
0.193572
0.005536
TGAF 0.468228
0.000000
•0.129676
0.067229
0.350496
0.000000
0282218
0.000045
0.032458
0.645721
0.187333
0.007443
SES -0.004227
0.952628
-0.123657
0.080303
0.061427
0.382779
0.142830
0.041556
0263321
0.000142
0.127786
0.068545
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JOIS KEYSW KEYSS GPS PWEP B U C Pr W C U
LTQ1X 0.116736
0.096028
0.100661
0.154039
0.121541
0.084672
0.106484
0.131471
0.018594
0.792613
0.104736
0.137960
LTQ2X 0.176717 
0.011457
0204574
0.003335
0.166531
0.017286
0.180133
0.009934
0.102012
0.146542
0.195867
0.005037
LTQ3x 0.075641
0.284656
0.061530
0.384357
0.161324
0.021810
0.154068
0.028581
0.138674
0.049042
0.145017
0.039476
LTQ4x 0.011090
0.875527
0.065671
0225404
0.003990
0.955052
0.140994
0.045342
0.154755
0.027871
0.155511
0.027107
LTQSx 0.045386
0.520231
0.079489
0259600
0.045565
0.518402
0.159073
0.023396
-0.156029
0.026218
0254237
0.000252
LTQSx 0.298466
0.000015
0285023
0.000036
0293361
0.000021
0.436705
0.000000
0235672
0.000692
0.382509
0.000000
LTQ7x 0.393362
0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0
0.132179
0.059488
0.444266
0.000000
0276626
0.000062
0.094842
0.177231
0253278
0.000257
LTQSx -0.181721
0.009289
-0.177637
0.011028
•0227876
0.001046
•0232514
0.000618
•0.080577
0251934
-0.125111
0.074592
LTQ11x 0.168648
0.015897
0.138942
0.047488
0.157679
0.024298
0248605
0.000337
-0.001758
0.980086
0.194960
0.005201
LTQ12X 0223280
0.001403
0250884
0.000317
0238414
0.000633
0.341742
0.000001
0.129248
0.066764
0.334824
0.000001
LTQ13x 0.347224
0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0
0.185186
0.008166
0.456607
0.000000
0.390351
0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0
0.165424
0.018342
0.365896
0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0
LTQ14x -0.165447
0.018618
-0.442584
0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0
-0233770
0.000813
•0.510365
0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0
-0.117737
0.095160
-0.487573
0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0
LTQtSx 0.112773
0.108285
0.181377
0.009425
0.093909
0.181551
0215009
0.002013
0.012930
0.854371
0205558
0.003183
LTQ16X 0.165745
0.018113
0.146247
0.037338
0239322
0.000584
0.344304
0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0
0220926
0.001538
0288354
0.000030
IWMS 0.219754
0.001817
0.352837
0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0
0.149628
0.034669
0.314109
0.000006
0226350
0.001305
0.276741
0.000076
LEGEND:
JOIS: Supervision
KEYSS: Supervisory Encouragement 
KEYSW: Work Group Support 
GPS: Group Process Scale 
PWEP: Pressure to Produce 
PWEC: Coworker Relations
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JOIS KEYSW KEYSS GPS PWEP PWEC
LRBP 0.126968
0.070349
0210761
0.002479
0.135260
0.053744
0234908
0.000720
0292313
0.000022
0.177781
0.010962
TGAF 0.226879
0.001021
0.102303
0.146390
0.315723
0.000004
0.084654
0229810
0.059084
0.402396
0.050652
0.472952
SES 0.079470
0.258533
0.168599
0.015928
0.048802
0.488211
0211228
0.002424
0.072121
0.305318
0.093393
0.183970
PWET PWEE PWEM WESM WESW WESC
LTQ1X 0.146642
0.037296
0.012023
0.865152
0207228
0.003085
0.1S2750
0.029987
0.074427
0292478
0.089342
0206072
LTQ2X 0.210162
0.002553
0.174826
0.012386
0274153
0.000073
0.108981
0.120752
-0.001205
0.966352
0.183607
0.008571
LTQ3x 0222177
0.001483
0.135305
0.054864
0201356
0.000013
0256977
0.000223
0.124494
0.077516
0.146755
0.037148
LTQ4x 0.115055
0.102992
0.111486
0.114197
0.173608
0.013477
0243737
0.000473
0237724
0.000658
0.137920
0.050298
LTQ5x 0.145408
0.038456
0.130553
0.063374
0251770
0.000291
-0.050540
0.473930
-0.395198
0.000000
0227412
0.001102
LTQ6x 0.359119
0.000000
0270142
0.000093
0.459079
0.000000
0288264
0.000029
•0.015971
0.820636
0.326596
0.000002
LTQ7x 0.334284
0.000001
0.106444
0.129701
0.386888
0.000000
0.191159
0.006166
•0.036297
0.606266
0261924
0.000154
LTQSx -0.085516
0223934
•0.081840
0244557
-0.136209
0.052069
0.023365
0.740103
0.085359
0224785
•0.055615
0.429487
LTQ11X 0.187532
0.007233
0.111852
0.111215
0235928
0.000681
•0.011682
0.868292
-0.187795
0.007151
0217303
0.001796
LTQ12X 0.358126
0.000000
0.181707
0.009651
0.506517
0.000000
0.161211
0.021904
-0.066684
0.345720
0226662
0.001179
LTQ13X 0.474525
0.000000
0.178458
0.010852
0.450688
0.000000
0233192
0.000813
0.001200
0.986448
0238543
0.000610
LEGEND:
PWET: Task Characteristics VWESM: Management Control
PWEE; Employee Competence WESW: Work Pressure
PWEM: Employee Work Motivation WESC: Coworker Cohesion
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PWET PWEE PWEM WESM W ESW WESC
LTQ14x -0.322992
0.000003
-0.063182
0.371695
-0.415042
0.000000
-0.196094
0.004713
0.013332
0.850627
-0.345572
0.000000
LTQISx 0.273206
0.000077
0.169092
0.015618
0.312743
0.000005
0.009881
0.888455
-0.145473
0.037888
0.118015
0.092740
LTQISx 0.390981
0.000000
0.167457
0.016938
0.447786
0.000000
0248635
0.000344
0.058536
0.406783
0.199033
0.004416
IWMS 0.267628
0.000133
0.140599
0.047619
0.295173
0.000023
0.145144
0.040811
0.160278
0.023735
0.089180
0210346
LRBP 0.166808
0.017098
0.133908
0.056204
0.215747
0.001941
0228893
0.000991
0234634
0.000730
0.035333
0.615867
TGAF 0.193442
0.005687
0.055M2
0.428339
0.272315
0.000085
0230690
0.000029
0.034157
0.628531
0.150664
0.031902
SES 0.125863
0.072848
0.098146
0.162545
0250461
0.000303
0.079732
0256960
0.037984
0.589628
-0.003242
0.963297
LTQ1X LTQ2X LTQ3X LTQ4x LTQ5x LTQSx
TGAG 0.114381
0.105041
0.154339
0.027906
0.063416
0.371122
•0.143605
0.041971
0.150771
0.032208
0.127548
0.069758
AFWS 0.154886
0.027758
0.098226
0.162201
0259109
0.000196
0.010921
0.877406
0.036231
0.607814
0.175676
0.011960
CPS 0.173920
0.013308
0.313959
0.000005
0.107896
0.126403
0.060367
0.393418
0.195812
0.005113
0229511
0.000960
MNQ 0.174664
0.013373
0.166997
0.017528
0.046828
0.510240
-0.044017
0.535985
0.012635
0.858704
0.143209
0.042028
WRESE 0.101463
0.150767
0.163349
0.019572
0.039267
0.579006
0.021224
0.764318
0224468
0.001284
0.169529
0.015349
WRESR 0.119305
0.090805
0.207197
0.002944
0.316585
0.000004
0.110252
0.118285
0.072282
0.305435
0273432
0.000076
JDS 0.087947
0.217918
0.0S1996
0.464641
0.180687
0.010853
0.093073
0.192168
-0.049179
0.490320
0219097
0.001827
IORF 0.016587
0.815672
-0.277890
0.000065
-0.080692
0257224
-0.122667
0.084338
-0.172342
0.014675
•0.194923
0.005556
IORS 0.155397
0.027222
0.172418
0.013664
0.132101
0.060920
-0.046476
0.511312
0.130631
0.063215
0.245669
0.000398
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LTQ1X LTQ2X LTQ3x LTQ4x LTQSx LTOOx
FSJS 0.150452
0.032579
0.179517
0.010194
0.097474
0.167570
0.018078
0.798444
0.165042
0.018817
0290971
0.000024
MAST •0.027080
0.702044
0.152568
0.029370
0.150770
0.032209
•0.047892
0.498513
0.112457
0.110168
0.091284
0.194115
JDIO 0.183533
0.020045
0.226367
0.001131
0.238513
0.000830
0.118033
0.094325
0.130104
0.064296
0212475
0.002281
JDIS 0.118736
0.098028
0.176717
0.011457
0.075641
0284656
0.011090
0.875527
0.045386
0.520231
0298466
0.000015
KEYSW 0.100681
0.154039
0.204574
0.003335
0.061530
0.384357
0.085671
0225404
0.079480
0259600
0285023
0.000036
KEYSS 0.121541
0.084872
0.166531
0.017286
0.161324
0.021810
0.003990
0.955052
0.045585
0.518402
0293361
0.000021
GPS 0.106484
0.131471
0.180133
0.009934
0.154068
0.028581
0.140994
0.045342
0.159073
0.023396
0.436705
0.000000
PWEP 0.018594
0.792813
0.102012
0.146542
0.138674
0.049042
0.154755
0.027871
•0.156029
0.026218
0235622
0.000692
PWEC 0.104736
0.137960
0.195667
0.005037
0.145017
0.039476
0.155511
0.027107
0254237
0.000252
0.362509
0.000000
LTQ7x LTQSx LTQ11X LTQ12X LTQ13x LTQ14x
TGAG 0.306740
0.000009
-0.064746
0.358744
0.085733
0223909
0.149913
0.033213
0.367975
0.000000
-0.006860
0.922808
AFWS 0.300826
0.000012
•0.049653
0.480643
0.098784
0.159817
0.113465
0.107872
0.404782
0.000000
-0.055615
0.431782
CPS 0.095478
0.174331
•0.155922
0.025949
0226965
0.001097
0.375839
0.000000
0267350
0.000115
-0295567
0.000020
MNQ 0.022136
0.754514
-0.108081
0.125750
0.109228
0.121762
0270038
0.000110
0.146833
0.037524
•0.028136
0.692485
WRESE 0.078109
0.266803
•0.086758
0.217252
0.187495
0.007245
0269851
0.000103
0224896
0.001256
-0.099709
0.1S7992
WRESR 0.380172
0.000000
•0.148836
0.033621
0.172909
0.013394
0.350643
0.000000
0.595442
0.000000
-0.235262
0.000751
JOS 0.459192
0.000000
-0.174545 
0.013437
0.073993
0297743
0.138649
0.051411
0.349326
0.000000
-0.155825
0.028367
IORF -0.237828
0.000675
0.129325
0.067287
-0237203
0.000698
•0.134510
0.057567
-0216397
0.002086
0.128523
0.069720
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LTQ7x LTQSx LTQ11x LTQ12x LTQ13x LTQ14X
IORS 0.438956
0.000000
•0.182657
0.008926
0202982
0.003594
0230028
0.000990
0.432104
0.000000
-0217949
0.001633
FSJS 0.367377
0.000000
•0251510
0.000285
0237974
0.000609
0.313191
0.000008
0.423565
0.000000
•0.318723
0.000004
MAST 0.132581
0.056711
-0.026736
0.704256
0.072720
0.301310
0275016
0.000075
0260685
0.000050
-0.105561
0.134869
JDIO 0.214028
0.002113
•0.072257
0.304401
0.154266
0.027593
0241418
0.000538
0.365592
0.000000
-0216179
0.002001
JOIS 0.393362
0.000000
-0.181721
0.009289
0.168648
0.015697
0223280
0.001403
0.347224
0.000000
-0.105447
0.018618
KEYSW 0.132179
0.059468
-0.177637
0.011028
0.138942
0.047488
0250884
0.000317
0.185186
0.006166
•0.442564
0.000000
KEYSS 0.444266
0.000000
•0227876
0.001046
0.157679
0.024298
0238414
0.000633
0.456607
0.000000
-0233770
0.000613
GPS 0.278626
0.000062
•0232514
0.000816
0248605
0.000337
0.341742
0.000001
0.390351
0.000000
-0.510365
0.000000
PWEP 0.094842
0.177231
•0.080577
0251934
-0.001758
0.980086
0.129248
0.066764
0.165424
0.018342
-0.117737
0.095100
PWEC 0.253278
0.000257
•0.125111
0.074592
0.194960
0.005201
0.334824
0.000001
0.365896
0.000000
-0.487573
0.000000
LTQ15x LTQ16x IWMS LRBP TGAF SES
TGAG 0.114965
0.102346
0213469
0.002286
0.129318
0.069405
-0.156527
0.025736
0.164118
0.019600
0.137602
0.050260
AFWS 0.033707 
0.63221S
0.195709
0.005137
0.177281
0.012246
0.067469
0.337646
0253768
0.000259
0.078206
0266203
CPS 0248592
0.000337
0.171572
0.014381
0.467407
0.000000
0250701
0.000298
0.111384
0.113625
0297887
0.000015
MNQ 0.311278
0.000007
0.059183
0.403966
0.334834
0.000001
0.196841
0.004988
0.052312
0.460803
0291106
0.000026
WRESE 0295761
0.000017
0.170090
0.015260
0275270
0.000083
0.081378
0247239
0.114171
0.104815
0262814
0.000146
WRESR 0.191452
0.006086
0.353118
0.000000
0.340672
0.000001
0232462
0.000821
0.409124
0.000000
0.124585
0.075828
JOS -0.011399
0.872720
0.325710
0.000003
-0.018125
0.800922
0.119620
0.091575
0.468228
0.000000
•0.004227
0.952628
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LTQISx LTQ16x IWMS LRBP TGAF SES
: c ~ r -0.051188 
0.470674
-0.185935
0.018861
-0.177281
0.012927
•0.149680
0.033938
-0.129876
0.067229
-0.123657
0.090303
IORS 0.157365
0.024566
0259999
0.000180
0255925
0.000264
0.113012
0.107536
0250496
0.000000
0.061427
0.382779
FSJS 0.148000
0.034641
0212896
0.002291
0259290
0.000230
0216781
0.001844
0282218
0.000045
0.142830
0.041556
MAST 0.156047
0.025829
0.072477
0.304131
0.092462
9.193975
0.003595
0.959304
0.032458
0.645721
0263321
0.000142
JDIO 0.214017
0.002114
0.162230
0.020751
0236430
0.000696
0.193572
0.005536
0.187333
0.007443
0.127786
0.068545
JOIS 0-112773
0.108285
0.165745
0.018113
0219754
0.001617
0.126968
0.070349
0228879
0.001021
0.079470
0256533
KEYSW 0.181377
0.009425
0.146247
0.037338
0.352837
0.000000
0210761
0.002479
0.102303
0.146390
0.166599
0.015928
KEYSS 0.093909
0.181551
0239322
0.000584
0.149828
0.034669
0.135260
0.053744
0.315723
0.000004
0.048802
0.488211
GPS 0215009
0.002013
0.344304
0.000000
0.314109
0.000006
0234908
0.000720
0.084654
0229610
0211228
0.002424
PWEP 0.012930
0.854371
0220926
0.001538
0226350
0.001305
0292313
0.000022
0.059064
0.402396
0.072121
0.305318
PWEC 0.205558
0.003183
0288354
0.000030
0276741
0.000076
0.177781
0.010962
0.050652
0.472952
0.093393
0.183970
TGAG AFWS CPS MNQ WRESE WRESR
TGAG 1.000000
0.000000
0.308961
0.000007
0270913
0.000093
0216028
0.002069
0.192756
0.005864
0.390975
0.000000
AFWS 0.308961
0.000007
1.000000
0.000000
0234865
0.000721
0.065065
0.357584
0242985
0.000462
0.574816
0.000000
CPS 0270913
0.000093
0234865
0.000721
1.000000
0.000000
0.368518
0.000000
0278372
0.000055
0.446422
0.000000
MNQ 0216028
0.002069
0.065065
0.357584
0.368518
0.000000
1.000000
0.000000
0.395453
0.000000
0.312265
0.000006
WRESE 0.192756
0.005864
0242985
0.000462
0278372
0.000055
0.395453
0.000000
1.000000
0.000000
0.383244
0.000000
WRESR 0.390975
0.000000
0.574816
0.000000
0.446422
0.000000
0.312285
0.000006
0.383244
0.000000
1.000000
0.000000
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TGAG AFWS CPS MNQ WRESE WRESR
JDS c.csracr
0.000040
0.228473
0.001138
0.143044
0.043314
0.089002
0.210105
0.086265
0213922
0.465425
0.000000
IORF -0.185109
0.008519
43.274788
0.000079
•0225939
0.001259
-0.012744
0.858208
•0.245223
0.000450
-0.396277
0.000000
ICRS 0.448583
O.OOOCCO
0.431904
0.000000
0.354705
0.000000
0.197612
0.004817
0237456
0.000627
0.603253
0.000000
FSJS 0.343417
0.000001
0.340601
0.000001
0.501499
0.000000
0250031
0.000332
0.308314
0.000007
0.486288
0.000000
MAST 0.300581
0.000013
0207077
0.002961
0.310074
0.000006
0.252182
0.000294
0289641
0.000026
0230215
0.000925
JCIO 0.2184t1 
0.001745
0.465307
0.000000
0.331908
0.000001
0.189218
0.006996
0233770
0.000765
0.547722
0.000000
JOIS 0.384462
0.000000
0.346487
0.000000
0.304986
0.000009
0.202236
0.003897
0.170512
0.014756
0.454994
0.000000
KE'-'SW 0215253
0.002041
0.079122
0260628
0.497467
0.000000
0.178396
0.011080
0.109643
0.118501
0.300605
0.000013
KEYSS 0.352568
0.000000
0.405855
0.000000
0295742
0.000018
0.152704
0.030037
0.171639
0.014101
0.567034
0.000000
GPS 0.096205
0.172122
0.080546
0252116
0.355867
0.000000
0.165235
0.018772
0.148823
0.033636
0249895
0.000313
=’/ .E ? 0.044775
0.525864
0.103140
0.142105
0.165456
0.018031
0.215153
0.002104
0.066398
0.345392
0.312575
O.OOOOOS
a WEC 0.1 OS 157 
0.12*075
0.082172
0242639
0.382431
0.000000
0.077786
0271180
0.123591
0.078214
0.281510
0.000045
JDS IORF IORS FSJS MAST JDIO
. j - 3 0.287007
0.00CC40
-0.185109
0.008519
0.448583
0.000000
0.343417
0.000001
0.300581
0.000013
0.218411
0.001745
3 0.223473
0.001138
-0274788
0.000079
0.431904 
0 000000
0.340601
0.0CCCO1
0207077
0.002961
0.465307
O.OOOCCO
CPS 0.143044
0.C43314
-0.225939
0.001259
0.354705
0.000000
0.501499
0.000000
0.310074
0.000006
0.331908
0.000001
MNQ 0.08SCC2 
0 210105
-0.012744
0.858208
0.197612
0.004817
0.250031
0.000332
0252182
0.000294
0.189218
0.006996
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JOS IORF IORS FSJS MAST JOIO
WRESE 0.088265
0.213922
-0.245223
0.000450
0237456
0.000627
0208314
0.000007
0289641
0.000026
0.233770
0.000765
WRESR 0.465425
0.000000
-0.390277
0.000000
0.603253
0.000000
0.486288
0.000000
0230215
0.000925
0.547722
0.000000
JOS 1.000000
0.000000
-0.297474
0.000022
0.524965
0.000000
0.425210
0.000000
0.116083
0.101650
0272474
0.000095
IORF -0.297474
0.000022
1.000000
0.000000
-0.391880
0.000000
•0.431702
0.000000
•0.093726
0.185694
-0.330684
0.000002
IORS 0.524965
0.000000
•0.391880
0.000000
1.000000
0.000000
0.609758
0.000000
0.185740
0.007819
0.441883
0.000000
FSJS 0.425210
0.000000
-0.431702
0.000000
0.609758
0.000000
1.000000
0.000000
0.431263
0.000000
0.447116
0.000000
MAST 0.116083
0.101650
•0.093726
0.185694
0.185740
0.007819
0.431263
0.000000
1.000000
0.000000
0.307991
0.000007
JDIO 0.272474
0.000095
-0.330684
0.000002
0.441883
0.000000
0.447116
0.000000
0.307991
0.000007
1.000000
0.000000
JOIS 0.492644
0.000000
•0.317493
0.000004
0.766889
0.000000
0.562303
0.000000
0214004
0.002116
0.452817
0.000000
KEYSW 0.165063
0.019504
-0264330
0.000150
0.405399
0.000000
0.487594
0.000000
0202266
0.003717
0229519
0.000959
KEYSS 0.611399
0.000000
-0.407885
0.000000
0.764402
0.000000
0.603462
0.000000
0.190968
0.006218
0.475260
0.000000
GFS 0.161871
0.022022
-0.120162
0.089296
0.329132
0.000002
0.432039
0.000000
0.165077
0.018300
0244571
0.000423
FWE? 0.267003
0.000132
-0.213500
0.002341
0252258
0.000273
0.195344
0.005111
0.006832
0.922745
0215181
0.001996
PWEC 0.129678
0.067226
-0.142681
0.043323
0255614
0.000224
0.319173
0.000003
0.153022
0.028886
0.235446
0.000699
JOIS KEYSW KEYSS GPS PWEP PWEC
TGAG 0.384462
0.000000
0.215253
0.002041
0.352568
0.000000
0.096205
0.172122
0.044776
0.525864
0.109157
0.121076
AFWS 0.346487
0.000000
0.079122
0.280628
0.405855
0.000000
0.080546
0252116
0.103140
0.142105
0.082172
0242639
CPS 0.304986
0.000009
0.497467
0.000000
0.295742
0.000018
0.355867
0.000000
0.165456
0.018031
0.382431
0.000000
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JOIS KEYSW KEYSS GPS PWEP PWEC
MNQ 0.202236
0.003897
0.178396
0.011080
0.152704
0.030037
0.165235
0.018772
0.215163
0.002104
0.077786 
0-271180
WRESE 0.170512
0.014756
0.109643
0.118501
0.171639
0.014101
0.148823
0.033836
0.086398
0.345392
0.123591
0.078214
WRESR 0.454994
0.000000
0.300605
0.000013
0.567034
0.000000
0.249895
0.000313
0.312575
0.000005
0.281510
0.000045
JOS 0.492644
0.000000
0.165063
0.019504
0.611399
0.000000
0.161871
0.022022
0.267003
0.000132
0.129678
0.067226
IORF -0.317493
0.000004
-0.264330
0.000150
•0.407885
0.000000
•0.120162
0.089296
-0.213500
0.002341
-0.142681
0.043323
IORS 0.766889
0.000000
0.405399
0.000000
0.764402
0.000000
0.329132
0.000002
0.252258
0.000273
0.255614
0.000224
FSJS 0.562303
0.000000
0.487594
0.000000
0.603462
0.000000
0.432039
0.000000
0.195344
0.005111
0.319173
0.000003
MAST 0.214004
0.002116
0.202266
0.003717
0.190968
0.006218
0.165077
0.016300
0.006832
0.922745
0.153022
0.028886
JDIO 0.452817
0.000000
0.229519
0.000959
0.475260
0.000000
0.244571
0.000423
0.215181
0.001996
0.235446
0.000699
JOIS 1.000000
0.000000
0.321862
0.000003
0.821095
0.000000
0.301055
0.000012
0.207678
0.002877
0.209623
0.002620
KEYSW 0.321862
0.000003
1.000000
0.000000
0.367482
0.000000
0.555306
0.000000
0.225446
0.001187
0.554608
0.000000
KEYSS 0.821095
0.000000
0.367482
0.000000
1.000000
0.000000
0.335495
0.000001
0.315442
0.000004
0261035
0.000163
GPS 0.301055
0.000012
0.555306
0.000000
0.335495
0.000001
1.000000
0.000000
0.234201
0.000748
0.675141
0.000000
PWEP 0.207678
0.002877
0.225446
0.001187
0.315442
0.000004
0.234201
0.000748
1.000000
0.000000
0.273799
0.000074
PWEC 0.209623
0.002620
0.554608
0.000000
0.261035
0.000163
0.675141
0.000000
0.273799
0.000074
1.000000
0.000000
PWET PWEE PWEM WESM WESW WESC
TGAG 0.253679
0.000260
0.086456
0.220012
0.169209
0.015805
0.023929
0.734704
-0.070116
0.320195
0.047270
0.503044
AFWS 0.179032
0.010404
0.080943
0.249780
0.203992
0.003428
0.094663
0.178053
0.017353
0.805415
0.116792
0.096198
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PWET PWEE PWEM WESM WESW WESC
CPS 0.284413
0.000037
0237868
0.000620
0.404962
0.000000
0.131262
0.061293
-0.010214
0.864719
0.144826
0.038760
MNQ 0.137652
0.050752
0.103841
0.141377
0210376
0.002654
0.001884
0.978774
0201257
0.004078
•0.072758
0203465
WRESE 0.095277
0.175243
0.165690
0.017866
0216911
0.001832
0.069307
0.324623
0.013352
0.849673
-0.018453
0.793344
WRESR 0.393220
0.000000
0210301
0.002535
0.361753
0.000000
0.180762
0.009674
0.034280
0.626349
0209621
0.002620
JDS 0.247070
0.000420
0.095195
0.179964
0250011
0.000356
0.115088
0.104634
0.061490
0.367058
0220698
0.001687
IORF -0.134817
0.056371
-0.118215
0.094642
-0212324
0.002478
-0.007967
0.910406
0.121059
0.086913
•0218194
0.001860
IORS 0.347681
0.000000
0.188193
0.016187
0.336295
0.000001
0.179063
0.010381
-0.074112
0292126
0.184963
0.006079
FSJS 0.262028
0.000153
0217241
0.001802
0.406771
0.000000
0.097046
0.167327
-0.043050
0.540947
0.193183
0.005634
MAST 0.199417
0.004243
0219953
0.001572
0259560
0.000178
-0.023132
0.742607
•0.041690
0.553815
0.007940
0.910255
JDIO 0.369844
0.000000
0.199655
0.004196
0290732
0.000025
0.166638
0.017213
•0.026071
0.711276
0225671
0.001173
JOIS 0.323737
0.000002
0.115611
0.099632
0267142
0.000112
0.126629
0.071108
•0.050657
0.471803
0.196911
0.004760
KEYSW 0.368499
0.000000
0.179683
0.010123
0.451229
0.000000
0.116476
0.097107
-0.091370
0.193693
0.326002
0.000002
KEYSS 0.421609
0.000000
0.157274
0.024671
0292564
0.000022
0.124810
0.075298
-0.054560
0.438302
0244877
0.000416
GPS 0.518290
0.000000
0287486
0.000031
0.580506
0.000000
0.183665
0.006550
-0.056893
0.418941
0.386661
0.000000
PWEP 0.395122
0.000000
0248215
0.000344
0288038
0.000029
0277118
0.000060
0.364037
0.000000
0.102833
0.143302
PWEC 0.510001
0.000000
0281468
0.000045
0.583019
0.000000
0.161416
0.021085
-0.063755
0.364970
0.531323
0.000000
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LTQ1X LTQ2X LTQ3x LTQ4x LTQSx LTQ6x
PWET 0.148642
0.037296
0.210162
0.002553
0222177
0.001483
0.115055
0.102992
0.145408
0.038456
0.359119
0.000000
PWEE 0.012023
0.665152
0.174626
0.012386
0.135305
0.054864
0.111486
0.114197
0.130553
0.063374
0270142
0.000093
PWEM 0.207228
0.003085
0274153
0.000073
0.301356
0.000013
0.173808
0.013477
0251770
0.000291
0.459079
0.000000
WESM 0.152750
0.029087
0.106981
0.120752
0256977
0.000223
0243737
0.000473
-0.050540
0.473930
0288264
0.000029
WESW 0.074427
0.292478
-0.001205
0.986352
0.124494
0.077516
0237724
0.000658
-0.395198
0.000000
-0.015971
0.820631
WESC 0.089342
0.206072
0.183607
0.008571
0.146755
0.037148
0.137920
0.050298
0227412
0.001102
0.326596
0.000002
LTQ7x LTQSx LTQ11X LTQ12X LTQ13X LTQ14x
PWET 0.334284
0.000001
•0.085516
0223934
0.187532
0.007233
0.358126
0.000000
0.474525
0.000000
-0.322992
0.000003
PWEE 0.106444
0.129701
-0.081840
0244557
0.111852
0.111215
0.181707
0.009651
0.178458
0.010852
•0.063182
0.371695
PWEM 0.386888
0.000000
•0.136209
0.052069
0235928
0.000681
0.506517
0.000000
0.450688
0.000000
-0.415042
0.000000
WESM 0.191159
0.006166
0.023365
0.740103
-0.011682
0.868292
0.161211
0.021904
0233192
0.000813
-0.198094
0.004713
WESW •0.036297
0.606266
0.085359
0224785
-0.187795
0.007151
-0.066684
0.345720
0.001200
0.986448
0.013332
0.850627
WESC 0.261924
0.000154
•O.OS5615
0.429487
0217303
0.001796
0226662
0.001179
0238543
0.000610
-0.345572
0.000000
LTQISx LTQ16X IWMS LRBP TGAF SES
PWET 0.273206
0.000077
0.390981
0.000000
0267628
0.000133
0.166808
0.017098
0.193442
0.005687
0.125863
0.072848
PWEE 0.169092
0.015618
0.167457
0.016938
0.140599
0.047619
0.133908
0.056204
0.055892
0.428339
0.098146
0.162545
PWEM 0.312743
0.000005
0.447786
0.000000
0295173
0.000023
0215747
0.001941
0272318
0.000085
0250461
0.000303
WESM 0.009881
0.888455
0248835
0.000344
0.145144
0.040811
0228893
0.000991
0230690
0.000929
0.079732
0256960
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LTQISx LTQ16x IWMS LRBP TGAF SES
WESW -0.145473
0.037888
0.058536
0.406783
0.160278
0.023735
0234634
0.000730
0.034157
0.628531
0.037984
0.589628
WESC 0.118015
0.092740
0.199033
0.004416
0.089180
0210346
0.035333
0.615867
0.150664
0.031902
-0.003242
0.963297
TGAG AFWS CPS MNQ WRESE WRESR
PWET 0.253679
0.000280
0.179032
0.010404
0284413
0.000037
0.137652
0.050752
0.095277
0.175243
0.393220
0.000000
PWEE 0.088456
0.220012
0.060943
0-249780
0237668
0.000620
0.103841
0.141377
0.105690
0.017866
0210301
0.002535
PWEM 0.189209
0.015805
0.203992
0.003428
0.404962
0.000000
0210376
0.002654
0210911
0.001832
0.361753
0.000000
WESM 0.023929
0.734704
0.094663
0.178053
0.131262
0.061293
0.001864
0.978774
0.069307
0.324623
0.180762
0.009674
WESW •0.070118
0.320195
0.017353
0.805415
-0.010214
0.884719
0201257
0.004078
0.013352
0.849673
0.034289
0.626349
WESC 0.047270
0.503044
0.116792
0.096198
0.144826
0.038760
•0.072756
0.303465
•0.018453
0.793344
0209821
0.002620
JOS IORF IORS FSJS MAST JDIO
PWET 0.247070
0.000420
-0.134817
0.056371
0.347681
0.000000
0262028
0.000153
0.199417
0.004243
0.369844
0.000000
PWEE 0.095195
0.179964
•0.118215
0.094642
0.168193
0.016187
0217241
0.001802
0219953
0.001572
0.199655
0.004196
PWEM 0.250011
0.000356
-0.212324
0.002478
0.336295
0.000001
0.406771
0.000000
0259560
0.000178
0290732
0.000025
WESM 0.115088
0.104634
-0.007987
0.910406
0.179083
0.010381
0.097046
0.167327
•0.023132
0.742607
0.166638
0.017213
WESW 0.061490
0.387058
0.121059
0.086913
-0.074112
0292126
-0.043050
0.540947
•0.041690
0.553815
-0.026071
0.711276
WESC 0.220698
0.001687
•0.218194
0.001860
0.184983
0.008079
0.193183
0.005634
0.007940
0.910255
0225671
0.001173
JOIS KEYSW KEYSS GPS PWEP PWEC
PWET 0.323737
0.000002
0.368499
0.000000
0.421609
0.000000
0.518290
0.000000
0.395122
0.000000
0.510001
0.000000
PWEE 0.115611
0.099632
0.179683
0.010123
0.157274
0.024671
0287486
0.000031
0.248215
0.000344
0281468
0.000045
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JUS KEYSW KEYSS GPS PWEP PWEC
PWVEM 0.287142
0.000112
0.451229
0.000000
0.292564
0.000022
0.580506
0.000000
0.288038
0.000029
9
0
ito o
WESM 0.120629
0.071108
0.116476
0.097107
0.124810
0.075298
0.183665
0.006550
0.277118
0.000080
0.161416
0.021065
WESW •0.050657
0.471803
•0.091370
0.193603
•0.054560
0.438302
•0.056693
0.418941
0.364037
0.000000
•0.063755
0.364970
WESC 0.196911
0.004760
0.326002
0.000002
0-244877
0.000416
i! 0.102833
0.143302
0.531323
0.000000
PWET PWEE PWEM WESM WESW WESC
PWET 1.000000
0.000000
0.168694
0.015668
0.522710
0.000000
0.118416
0.091628
0.060061
0.254996
0.234479
0.000736
PWEE 0.160694
0.015860
1.000000
0.000000
0.334629
0.000001
0.201722
0.003813
•0.068064
0.210385
0.204618
0.003328
PWEM 0.522710
0.000000
0.334829
0.000001
1.000000
0.000000
0.290021
0.000026
0.005695
0.935573
0.413571
0.000000
WESM 0.118416
0.091626
0.201722
0.003613
0.290021
0.000026
1.000000
0.000000
0.312205
0.000005
0.095334
0.174983
WESW
1*o o -0.0680640.210385 0.0056950.935573 0.3122050.000005 1.0000000.000000 •0.2102650.002540
WESC 0.234479
0.000736
0.204618
0.003328
0.413571
0.000000
0.095334
0.174903
•0.210265
0.002540
1.000000
0.000000
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APPENDIX F 
LTQ INTER-SCALE CORRELATION MATRIX
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LTQ INTER-SCALE CORRELATION MATRIX
LTQ1X LTQ2X LTQSx LTQ4x LTQ5x LTQ6x
LTQ1X 1.000000
0.000000
0.240906
0.000553
0.078471
0-299380
0.117304
0.098077
0.165993
0.018521
0.320833
0.000003
LTQ2X 0.240908
0.000553
1.000000
0.000000
0.265903
0.000131
0213416
0.002291
0.360720
0.000000
0.398461
0.000000
LTQ3x 0.078471
0.289380
0285903
0.000131
1.000000
0.000000
0.448907
0.000000
0.179350
0.010848
0251605
0.000304
LTQ4* 0.117304
0.098077
0213416
0.002291
0.448907
0.000000
1.000000
0.000000
0.022754
0.748494
0.339978
0.000001
LTQSx 0.185993
0.018521
0.360720
0.000000
0.179350
0.010848
0.022754
0.748494
1.000000
0.000000
0230995
0.000001
LTQ6x 0.320833
0.000003
0.398461
0.000000
0.251605
0.000304
0.339978
0.000001
0.330995
0.000001
1.000000
0.000000
LTQ7x 0.250373
0.000326
0.188640
0.006891
0.376619
0.000000
0.188145
0.007992
0279782
0.000053
0.494064
0.000000
LTQSx -0.189304
0.018007
-0.123175
0.079231
0.071001
0.315319
0.085620
0225679
-0.111113
0.114514
-0252341
0.000271
LTQ9x 0.372021
0.000000
0.439143
0.000000
0.116123
0.099817
0241350
0.000540
0.310173
0.000007
0.480671
0.000000
LTQIOx 0.332646
0.000001
0.537169
0.000000
0.108369
0.124739
0.114542
0.104550
0.314393
0.000005
0.413975
0.000000
L.TQ11x 0.313163
0.000006
0.308835
0.000008
0.039710
0.576651
0.005766
0.935414
0.533057
0.000000
0.396421
0.000000
LTQ12x 0.252642
0.000296
0.522023
0.000000
0249976
0.000357
0.180813
0.010401
0.376832
0.000000
0.426737
0.000000
LTQ13X 0.184699
0.008669
0.313591
0.000005
0.544003
0.000000
0.134500
0.056336
0.335348
0.000001
0.445992
0.000000
Legend:
ltqix: Learning Readiness 
LTQ2x: Motivation to Transfer Learning 
LTQ3x: Personal Outcomes-Positive 
LTQ4jc Personal Outcomes - Negative 
LTQSx: Personal Capacity to Transfer 
LTQ&c Peer Support 
LTQ7x: Supervisor/Manager Support
239
LTQSx: Supervisor Manager Sanctions 
LTQ9jc Perceived Content Validity 
LTQ 10*: Transfer Design 
LTQ11*: Opportunity to Use Learning 
LTQ12x: Transfer Effort-Performance 
Expectation 
LTQ13x: Performance Outcomes Expectation
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LTQ1X LTQ2X LTQSx LTQ4x LTQSx LTQ6x
LTQ14* -0.065521
0.355425
-0.133120
0.058936
-0.156462
0.026933
•0.173853
0.013578
•0.156686
0.026329
-0.352250
0.000000
LTQISx 0.274303
0.000078
0.339610
0.000001
0.119599
0.090007
0.093928
0.183643
0.430111
0.000000
0.344864
0.000000
LTQ 18* 0.190643
0.006711
0.372748
0.000000
0.437671
0.000000
0.280663
0.000054
0-249406
0.000344
0.486969
0.000000
LTQ7x LTQSx LTQ9x LTQIOx LTQ11X LTQ12x
LTQ1X 0.250373
0.000326
•0.169304
0.016007
0.372021
0.000000
0.332646
0.000001
0.330355
0.000002
0.252642
0.000296
LTQ2X 0.186640
0.006891
•0.123175
0.079231
0.439143
0.000000
0.537169
0.000000
0.356208
0.000000
0.522023
0.000000
LTQ3x 0.376619
0.000000
0.071001
0.315319
0.116123
0.099817
0.108369
0.124739
0.060431
0.392920
0.249976
0.000357
LTQ4X 0.186145
0.007992
0.085620
0.225679
0.241350
0.000540
0.114542
0.104550
0.032034
0.650852
0.180813
0.010401
LTQSx 0.279782
0.000053
-0.111113
0.114514
0.310173
0.000007
0.314393
0.000005
0.521783
0.000000
0.376832
0.000000
LTQ6x 0.494064
0.000000
-0252341
0.000271
0.480671
0.000000
0.413975
0.000000
0.434644
0.000000
0.428737
0.000000
LTQ7x 1.000000
0.000000
•0.123813
0.077676
0.278979
0.000053
0.187441
0.007262
0.270202
0.000093
0.305076
0.000010
LTQ8x -0.123813
0.077676
1.000000 
0.000000
-0.271631
0.000085
-0.311189
0.000006
-0.434610
0.000000
-0211545
0.002509
LTQ9x 0.278979
0.000053
-0.271631
0.000085
1.000000
0.000000
0.683156
0.000000
0.496760
0.000000
0.508989
0.000000
LTQIOx 0.187441
0.0072S2
-0.311189
0.000006
0.683156
0.000000
1.000000
0.000000
0.500908
0.000000
0.415814
0.000000
LTQUx 0.260059
0.000186
-0.404452
0.000000
0.460442
0.000000
0.446694
0.000000
1.000000
0.000000
0.408858
0.000000
LTQ12X 0.305076
0.000010
-0211545
0.002509
0.508989
0.000000
0.415314
0.000000
0.415322
0.000000
1.000000
0.000000
Legend:
LTQ 14*: Resistance to Change 
LTQ1 5jc Performance Self-Efficacy 
LTQl6x: Feedback/Performance Coaching
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LTQ7x LTQSx LTQ9x LTQIOx LTQ11X LTQ12x
LTQ13x 0.616018
0.000000
-0.141472
0.044077
0.289016
0.000027
0.209785
0.002667
0.359617
0.000000
0.510854
0.000000
LTQ14x •0.269561
0.000105
0.312415
0.000006
-0.212967
0.002342
•0.102633
0.146090
-0.250566
0.000322
-0.248224
0.000381
LTQ15x 0.149247
0.033128
•0.254336
0.000242
0.416470
0.000000
0.446774
0.000000
0.388967
0.000000
0.533945
0.000000
LTQ16X 0.502971
0.000000
•0.044819
0.525464
0.274099
0.000076
0.249000
0.000340
0.134703
0.055351
0.426491
0.000000
LTQ13x LTQ14X LTQ15x LTQ16x
LTQ1X 0.184699
0.008669
•0.065521
0.355425
0^74303
0.000078
0.190643
0.006711
LTQ2X 0.313591
0.000005
•0.133120
0.056936
0.339610
0.000001
0.372748
0.000000
LTQ3x 0.544003
0.000000
•0.156462
0.026933
0.119599
0.090007
0.437671
0.000000
LTQ4x 0.134500
0.056338
-0.173853
0.013578
0.093928
0.183643
0.280863
0.000054
LTQSx 0.335348
0.000001
■0.156688
0.026329
0.430111
0.000000
0.249406
0.000344
LTQSx 0.445992
0.000000
-0.352250
0.000000
0.344864
0.000000
0.486969
0.000000
LTQ7x 0.616016
0.000000
-0.269561
0.000105
0.149247
0.033128
0.502971
0.000000
LTQSx -0.141472
0.044077
0.312415
0.000006
-0.254336
0.000242
-0.044819
0.525464
LTQ9x 0.289946
0.000027
-0.212967
0.002342
0.416470
0.000000
0.274099
0.000076
LTQIOx 0.209765
0.002667
-0.102633
0.146090
0.446774
0.000000
0.249000
0.000340
LTQ11x 0.347369
0.000000
-0.240525
0.000602
0.389646
0.000000
0.106558
0.132172
LTQ12x 0.510854
0.000000
-0.248224
0.000381
0.533945
0.000000
0.426491
0.000000
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LTQISx LTQ14X LTQ15* LTQ16x
LTQ13x 1.000000
0.000000
-0.281002
0.000051
0274406
0.000074
0.588700
0.000000
LTQ14X -0281002
0.000051
1.000000
0.000000
-0.171652
0.014580
-0256390
0.000239
LTQISx 0.274408
0.000074
-0.171852
0.014580
1.000000
0.000000
0296013
0.000018
LTQ16x 0.588700
0.000000
•0256390
0.000239
0296013
0.000018
1.000000
0.000000
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APPENDIX G 
PEARSON’S PARTIAL CORRELATION MATRIX
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PEARSON'S PARTIAL CORRELATION MATRIX
LTQ1X LTQ2X LTQ3X LTQ4x LTQSx LTQSx
IWMS 0.217111
0.002298
0.311749
0.000006
0.041438
0.565170
0.038925
0.589012
0.113217
0.114112
0213852
0.002549
LRBP -0.005641
0.936814
0.144862
0.039690
0.114399
0.106744
0.322661
0.000003
-0.018210
0.797499
0.131282
0.062553
TGAF 0.124847
0.078923
-0.003565
0.959942
0.191826
0.008643
0.102812
0.148449
0.062642
0244668
0.123598
0.080449
SES 0.033707
0.835616
0262554
0.000160
0.135039
0.056584
0.065571
0.356267
0.178308
0.012292
0.078867
0285771
LTQ7x LTQSx LTQUx LTQ12X L7Q13x L7Qt4x
IWMS -0.025086
0.728407
-0269408
0.000129
0247788
0.000447
0.311986
0.000006
0.178301
0.012406
-0.194285
0.006497
LRBP 0.035012
0.620327
-0.014798
0.834432
-0.007505 
0.91 SS81
0.167226
0.017942
0.082969
0241612
•0.071659
0.313281
TGAF 0.396962
0.000000
•0.007338
0.917659
0.091152
0.198123
0.111166
0.118014
0.304903
0.000011
-0.099685
0.161253
SES 0.001349
0.984804
0.080301
0255935
0.040491
0.567225
0273577
0.000089
0.143051
0.042777
•0.036132
0.611488
IWMS LRBP TGAF SES
LTQISx 0215678
0.002336
0.119840
0.089356
0.090557
0.159677
027323
0.000083
LTQtSx 0.078554
0273773
0.129350
0.067234
0276388
0.000074
0.162391
0.02126S
LEGEND:
LTQIjc Learning Readiness 
LTQ2x: MotivaUon to Transfer Learning 
LTQ3x: Personal Otilcomes-Positive 
LTQ4x: Personal Outcornes-Negative 
LTQSx: Personal Capacity to Transfer 
LTQSx: Peer Support 
LTQ7x: Supervisor/Manager Support 
LTQSx: Supervisor/Manager Sanctions 
LTQtlx: Opportunity to Use Learning 
LTQ12x: Transfer Effort-Performance
LTQ13x: Performance Outcome 
Expectation 
LTQ14x: Resistance to Change 
LTQtSx: Performance Self- 
Efficacy
LTQIOx: Feedback/Performance 
Coaching 
IWMS: Internal Work MotivaUon 
TGAF: Task Goal Attribute -  Feedback 
LRBP: Punitive Reurard Behavior 
SES: Se* Efficacy Scale
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TGAG AFWS C PS MNQ W RESE W RESR
LTQ1X 0.102457
0.148830
0.156407
0.020968
0.180291
0.010628
0.166336
0.007880
0.106739
0.125347
0.129570
0.067455
LTQ2X 0.162360
0.021290
0.133445
0.058317
0.337595
0.000001
0.194314
0.005631
0.184773
0.006475
0 23 9 3 2 7
0.000603
LTQ3x 0.063367
0.373916
0.274673
0.000083
0.114196
0.107371
0.055736
0.435438
0.045716
0.520348
0.329589
0.000002
LTQ4x •0.129083
0.069206
0.048505
0.495193
0.075814
0.285977
•0.030311
0.671628
0.035209
0.620623
0.133806
0.058900
LTQSx 0.1S7SS6
0.02587T
0.069190
0.329069
0.218110
0.001866
0.037732
0.596725
0246880
0.000367
0.102245
0.148647
LTQSx 0.130803
0.064191
0.195172
0.005377
0.239397
0.000900
0.155970
0.027423
0.179505
0.010562
0289903
0.000029
LTQ7x 0.307525
0.000009
0.309311
0.000007
0.097610
0.196976
0.025483
0.720202
0.080563
0254365
0.387090
0.000000
LTQSx •0.053680
0.449147
•0.031783
0.653411
•0.151013
0.031929
•0.104344
0.141448
•0.082041
0245748
•0.142349
0.043289
LTQ11X 0.085913
0.225256
0.112748
0.110132
0.235632
0.000728
0.121070
0.087685
0.196838
0.004989
0.186704
0.007802
LTQ12X 0.150860
0.032979
0.126621
0.073993
0.384961
0.000000
0262468
0.000055
0278931
0.000063
0.365538
0.000000
LTQt3x 0.362838
0.000000
0.405446
0.000000
0.267365
0.000125
0.148904
0.035814
0225570
0.001283
0.601129
0.000000
LTQ14x -0.009141
0.897780
•0.049980
0.482158
-0.292509
0.000026
•0.020198
0.777608
•0.094622
0.182610
-0229785
0.001063
LTC'.Sx 0.125073
0.078876
0.068055
0.335873
0.270002
0.000102
0.340055
0.000001
0.318895
0.000004
0 221877
0.001506
LTG16x 0.212904
0.002471
0.214752
0.002203
0.183143
0.009259
0.075335
0290269
0.183039
0.009299
0.375313
0.000000
LEGEND:
TGAG - Participation in Goal Setting 
AFWS - Normiessness
CPS - Experienced Responsibility (or Work Outcome 
MNQ - Need for Achievement 
WRESE - Effort Performance Expectations 
WRESR - Performance Reward Expectancy
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JOS IORF IORS FSJS MAST JOIO
LTQ1X 0.089720
0.211094
•0.001813
0.979773
0.146938
0.037609
0.160200
0.023450
•0.015839
0.823637
0.160501
0.010536
LTQ2X 0.059831
0.402412
-0.302336
0.000014
0.175064
0.012704
0204887
0.003477
0.195523
0.005293
0242197
0.000515
LTQ3x 0.183475
0.010050
-0.089327
0211929
0.131111
0.064231
0.105828
0.136590
0.167034
0.018077
0245477
0.000459
LTQ4X 0.101183
0.158207
-0.125812
0.078133
•0.038141
0.591817
0.033922
0.633462
•0.021142
0.786349
0.117873
0.096446
LTQSx ■0.043150
0.547135
•0.198947
0.005419
0.131478
0.062818
0.191549
0.006449
0.156337
0.026672
0.145948
0.038701
LTQSx 0223458
0.001553
-0205779
0.003547
0246888
0.000397
0.303958
0.000011
0.111278
0.114678
0219676
0.001682
LTQ7x 0.460365
0.000000
-0244035
0.000514
0.438944
0.000000
0.372300
0.000000
0.139562
0.047597
0218163
0.001814
LTQ8x -0.172350
0.015182
0.134885
0.057500
-0.177288
0.011599
-0248077
0.000371
41.015877
0.822544
-0.077272
0274370
LTQ11X 0.077098
0280316
-0249637
0.000373
0202290
0.003888
0249560
0.000341
0.090700
0.199235
0.102138
0.021145
LTQ12X 0.141691
0.047592
•0.144843
0.041754
0229574
0.001075
0.324405
0.000003
0295945
0.000021
0249255
0.000372
LTQ13X 0.349299
0.000000
•0225644
0.001392
0.428722
0.000000
0.426449
0.000000
0284995
0.000041
0.374199
0.000000
LTQ14X -0.154447
0.030663
0.121377
0.088490
•0221966
0.001584
•0.314583
0.000006
41.095741
0.177468
4)211829
0.002602
LTQ15x -0.004682
0.947805
•0.065835
0.355556
0.161800
0.021419
0.171179
0.014858
0.197321
0.004681
0226247
0.001205
LTQ16X 0.332376
0.000002
•0.184797
0.009152
0258133
0.000216
0228832
0.001085
0.096918
0.171092
0.175620
0.012641
LEGEND:
JDS: Feedback 
MAST: Mastery Scale 
IORS: Supervision 
IORF: Financial Elements 
JDIO: Opportunity for Promotion 
FSJS: Resource Adequacy
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JDIS KEYSW KEYSS GPS PWEP rVVCW
LTQ1X 0.119184
0.092772
0.122833
0.083130
0.126736
0.073727
0.121697
0.066042
0.031674
0.656147
0.118074
0.093353
LTQ2X 0.185338
0.008273
0.234671
0.000775
0.178417
0.011070
0.190062
0.006743
0.109691
0.119502
0209599
0.002755
LTQ3x 0.077852
0.274425
0.072428
0.306105
0.165063
0.019504
0.158803
0.024704
0.143051
0.043303
0.150608
0.033277
LTQ4X 0.015934
0.822804
0.094551
0.182941
0.009601
0.890443
0.136893
0.053244
0.151345
0.032414
0.156507
0.026889
LTQSx 0.051950
0.483915
0.106919
0.123788
0.055898
0.430599
0.170625
0.015447
~ -0.152683 
0.030476
0271774
0.000095
LTQSx 0.302411
0.000012
0.301142
0.000013
0.299092
0.000015
0.443536
o'oooooo
0240442
0.000567
0.390341
0.000000
LTQ7x 0.394269
0.000000
0.138464
0.049390
0.446125
0.000000
0280584
0.000052
0.097686
0.166644
0257017
0.000222
LTQSx -0.180563
0.010125
•0.181422
0.009767
-0.227121
0.001152
-0.240968
0.000551
-0.087174
0217338
•0.129633
0.065529
LTQ11X 0.171639
0.014588
0.153642
0.029029
0.162442
0.020901
0255268
0.000246
0.002545
0.971329
0202317
0.003883
LTQ12X 0.226128
0.001283
0.265867
0.000142
0.243020
0.000525
0248522
0.000000
0.134100
0.058340
0.342455
0.000001
LTQ13x 0.347849
0.000000
0.193638
0.005882
0.458370
0.000000
0.399712
0.000000
0.172688
0.014228
0.373353
0.000000
LTQ14X •0.164331
0.020058
-0.438029
0.000000
•0231564
0.000969
•0.509487
0.000000
-0.114206
0.107338
•0.485353
0.000000
LTQ15X 0.119924
0.089130
0.206719
0.003160
0.103670
0.142037
0222440
0.001464
0.016099
0.820112
0216757
0.001945
LTQ16X 0.170271
0.015685
0.168948
0.016504
0.247362
0.000400
0.3S7546
0.000000
0231938
0.000923
0.301984
0.000013
LEGEND:
JDIS: Supervision 
KEYSS: Supervisory Encouragement 
KEYSW: Work Group Support 
GPS: Group Process Scale 
PWEPz Pressure to Produce 
PWEC: Coworker Relations
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PWET PWEE PWEM WESM WESW WESC
LTQ1X 0.1S9S06
0.024065
0.028077
0.683093
0202496
0.004032
0.133258
0.059852
0.081846
0248255
0.090M7
0200172
LTQ2X 0217462
0.001878
0.167057
0.017061
0271167
0.000095
0.106504
0.124267
0.008816
0.925526
0.172102
0.013122
LTQ3x 0225796
0.001305
0.138130
0.054599
0299025
0.000017
0257252
0.000236
0.128233
0.070357
0.143290
0.0429S1
LTQ4x 0.100718
0.121909
0.085408
0229177
0.174500
0.013461
0299850
0.000113
0243857
0.000507
0.124239
0.07M37
LTQSx 0.153018
0.030108
0.123664
0.080267
0248020
0.000385
•0.059426
0.402035
-0.395088
0.000000
0217931
0.001684
LTQflx 0.383290
0.000000
0289961
0.000102
0.457596
0.000000
0291749
0.000025
•0.012232
0.882828
0.322376
0.000003
LTQ7x 0.337439
0.000001
0.110036
0.119003
0285935
0.000000
0.190290
0.000676
•0.034806
0.622860
0262328
0.000162
LTQSx -0.092191
0.191917
•0.101829
0.149295
•0.136426
0.052866
0.038019
0.591133
0.065505
0228305
•0.064301
0.363263
LTQflx 0.191794
0.006249
0.111796
0.113187
0232794
0.000856
•0.017523
0.804501
-0.184055
0.008518
0213460
0.002284
LTQ12X 0.363076
0.000000
0.183316
0.009369
0.504890
0.000000
0.159251
0.024295
•0.063266
0.373446
0223315
0.001460
LTQ13x 0.482938
0.000000
0.194593
0.005638
0.450221
0.000000
0224698
0.001342
0.003152
0.964576
0244000
0.000462
LTQ14x -0.321707
0.000003
-0.064352
0.365301
•0.420445
0.000000
•0208206
0.003091
0.016846
0.812847
-0.351787
0.000000
LTQISx 0278978
0.000058
0.157396
0.025280
0.311297
0.000006
0.011195
0.874355
-0.141370
0.044763
0.104962
0.137111
LTQ16X 0.401729
0.000000
0.172550
0.014307
0.445457
0.000000
0242937
0.000511
0.065574
0.355037
0.194942
O.OOSSSI
LEGEND:
PWET: Task Characteristics 
PWEE: Employee Confidence 
PWEM: Employee Work Motivation 
WESM: Managerial Control 
WESW: Work Pressure 
WESC: Coworker Cohesion
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L.TQ1X LTQ2X LTQ3X LTQ4X LTQ5X LTQ6X
TGAG 0.102457
0.148830
0.162360
0.021290
0.063387
0.373916
-0.129083
0.069208
0.157558
0.025871
0.130803
0.064191
AFWS 0.156407
0.026988
0.133445
0.058317
0.274673
0.000083
0.048505
0.495193
0.069190
0.329069
0.195172
0.005377
CPS 0.180291
0.010628
0.337595
0.000001
0.114196
0.107371
0.075814
0.285977
0.218110
0.001868
0239397
0.000800
MNQ 0.188336
0.007880
0.194314
0.005831
0.055736
0.435438
•0.030311
0.671628
0.037732
0.596725
0.155970
0.027423
WRESE 0.108739
0.125347
0.184773
0.008475
0.045716
0.520346
0.035209
0.620623
0-248880
0.000367
0.179505
0.010582
WRESR 0.129570
0.067455
0-239327
0.000803
0.329589
0.000002
0.133806
0.058900
0.102245
0.148647
0289903
0.000029
JDS 0.089720
0.211094
0.059831
0.402412
0.183475
0.010050
0.101183
0.158207
-0.043150
0.547135
0223456
0.001553
IORF •0.001813
0.979773
•0.302336
0.000014
•0.089327
0.211929
-0.125812
0.076133
-0.196947
0.005419
•0205779
0.003547
IORS 0.146938
0.037869
0.175064
0.012704
0.131111
0.064231
-0.038141
0.591817
0.131478
0.062818
0246888
0.000397
FSJS 0.160200
0.023450
0.204687
0.003477
0.105628
0.136590
0.033922
0.833462
0.191549
0.006449
0.303958
0.000011
MAST -0.015839
0.823837
0.195523
0.005293
0.167034
0.018077
-0.021142
0.766349
0.156337
0.026672
0.111278
0.114878
JDIO 0.180501
0.010536
0.242197
0.000515
0.245477
0.000459
0.117873
0.096446
0.145948
0.038701
0219676
0.001682
JDIS 0.119184
0.092772
0.185338
0.008273
0.077652
0.274425
0.015934
0.822804
0.051950 
0.463915
0.302411
0.000012
KEYSW 0.122833
0.083130
0.234671
0.000775
0.072428
0.308105
0.094551
0.182941
0.108919
0.123768
0.301142
0.000013
KEYSS 0.126736
0.073727
0.178417
0.011070
0.165063
0.019504
0.009801
0.890443
0.055898
0.430599
0299092
0.000015
GPS 0.121697
0.086042
0.190062
0.006743
0.158803
0.024704
0.136893
0.053244
0.170625
0.015447
0.443536
0.000000
PWEP 0.031674
0.656147
0.109891
0.119502
0.143051
0.043303
0.151345
0.032414
-0.152683
0.030476
0.240442
0.000567
PWEC 0.118974
0.093353
0.209599
0.002755
0.150608
0.033277
0.156507
0.026889
0.271774
0.000095
0.390341
0.000000
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LTQ7x LTQSx LTQ11X LTQ12X LTQ13x LTQ14X
TGAG 0.307525
0.000009
-0.053680
0.449147
0.085913
0225256
0.150080
0.032979
0.362838
0.000000
6.009141
0.897780
AFWS 0.309311
0.000007
•0.031783
0.853411
0.112748
0.110132
0.120621
0.073993
0.405446
0.000000
6.049960
0.482158
CPS 0.097610
0.166976
•0.151013
0.031929
0235832
0.000728
0.384961
0.000000
0287365
0.000125
6292509
0.000026
MNQ 0.025483
0.720202
•0.104344
0.141448
0.121070
0.067685
0282468
0.000055
0.148904
0.035814
6.020198
0.777608
WRESE 0.080563
0.254385
•0.082041
0245748
0.198838
0.004909
0278931
0.000063
0225570
0.001283
6.094622
0.182610
WRESR 0.387090
0.000000
-0.142349
0.043289
0.188704
0.007802
0265538
0.000000
0.601129
0.000000
6229785
0.001083
JDS 0.460365
0.000000
•0.172350
0.015182
0.077098
0280316
0.141691
0.047592
0.349299
0.000000
6.154447
0.030863
IORF •0.244035
0.000514
0.134885
0.057500
6249837
0.000373
6.144843
0.041754
6225644
0.001392
0.121377
0.088490
IORS 0.436944
0.000000
•0.177288
0.011599
0202290
0.003888
0229574
0.001075
0.428722
0.000000
6221966
0.001584
FSJS 0.372300
0.000000
-0246077
0.000371
0249560
0.000341
0.324405
0.000003
0.426449
0.000000
6.314583
0.000006
MAST 0.139562
0.047597
•6.015877
0.822544
0.090700
0.199235
0295945
0.000021
0284995
0.000041
6.095741
0.177468
JOIO 0.218163
0.001814
6.077272
0274370
0.162138
0.021145
0249255
0.000372
0.374199
0.000000
6211829
0.002602
JDIS 0.394269
0.000000
6.180563
0.010125
0.171639
0.014588
0226128
0.001283
0.347649
0.000000
6.164331
0.020058
KEYSW 0.138464
0.049390
6.181422
0.009767
0.153642
0.029029
0265867
0.000142
0.193638
0.005882
6.438029
0.000000
KEYSS 0.446125
0.000000
6227121
0.001152
0.162442
0.020901
0243020
0.000525
0.458370
0.000000
6231564
0.000969
GPS 0.280584
0.000052
6240968
0.000551
0255268
0.000246
0.348522
0.000000
0.399712
0.000000
6.509487
0.000000
PWEP 0.097686
0.166644
6.087174
0217338
0.002545
0.971329
0.134100
0.058340
0.172688
0.014228
6.114206
0.107338
PWEC 0.257017
0.000222
6.129833
0.065529
0202317
0.003883
0.342455
0.000001
0.373353
0.000000
6.485353
0.000000
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LTQ15* LTQISx
TGAG 0.125073
0.070078
0.212904
0.002471
AFWS 0.086055
0.335873
0214752
0.002203
CPS 0.270002
0.000102
0.183143
0.000259
MNQ 0.340055
0.000001
0.075335
0290288
WRESE 0.318805
0.000004
0.183039
0.009299
WRESR 0.221877
0.001508
0.375313
0.000000
JDS •0.004882
0.947805
0232378
0.000002
IORF -0.085835
0.355558
-0.184797
0.009152
IORS 0.181800
0.021419
0258133
0.000216
FSJS 0.171179
0.014858
0228832
0.001065
MAST 0.197321
0.004881
0.096918
0.171092
JOIO 0.226247
0.001205
0.175820
0.012841
JOIS 0.119924
0.089130
0.170271
0.015865
KEYSW 0.206719
0.003160
0.168948
0.018504
KEYSS 0.103670
0.142037
0247362
0.000400
GPS 0.222440
0.001464
0.357546
0.000000
PWEP 0.016099
0.820112
0231938
0.000923
PWEC 0.216757
0.001945
0.301984
0.000013
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LTQ1X LTQ2X LTQ3x LTQ4x LTQSx LTQ6x
PWET 0.159506
0.024065
0.217462
0.001878
0225796
0.001305
0.109716
0.121969
0.153018
0.030108
0.363299
0.000000
PWEE 0.028077
0.693093
0.1678S7
0.017081
0.136130
0.054599
0.085408
0229177
0.123864
0.080287
0269981
0.000102
PWEM 0.202496
0.004032
0-271167
0.000095
0299025
0.000017
0.174500
0.013461
0248020
0.000385
0.457596
0.000000
WESM 0.133258
0.059952
0.108504
0.124267
0257252
0.000236
0.289650
0.000113
-0.059426
0.402035
0291749
0.000025
WESW 0.081846
0.249255
0.006618
0.925526
0.128233
0.070357
0243657
0.000507
-0.395068
0.000000
•0.012232
0.882828
WESC 0.090967
0.200172
0.172802
0.013922
0.143290
0.042951
0.124239
0.079637
0217931
0.001884
0.322376
0.000003
LTQ?x LTQSx LTQ11x LTQ12X LTQ13x LTQ14x
PWET 0.337439
0.000001
-0.092191
0.191917
0.191794
0.006249
0.363076
0.000000
0.462938
0.000000
•0.321707
0.000003
PWEE 0.110038
0.119003
•0.101829
0.149295
0.111796
0.113187
0.183316
0.009389
0.194593
0.005638
-0.064352
0.365301
PWEM 0.385935
0.000000
-0.136426
0.052866
0232794
0.000856
0.504890
0.000000
0.450221
0.000000
-0.420445
0.000000
WESM 0.190290
0.006676
0.038019
0.591133
•0.017523
0.804501
0.159251
0.024295
0224698
0.001342
-0206206
0.003091
WESW -0.034806
0.622880
0.085505
0.226305
•0.184655
0.008518
-0.063268
0.373448
0.003152
0.964576
0.016846
0.812847
WESC 0.262328
0.000162
LTQ15X
-0.064301
0.363263
LTQ16x
0213480
0.002284
0223315
0.001480
0244000
0.000482
-0.351787
0.000000
PWET 0.278978
0.000058
0.401729
0.000000
PWEE 0.157396
0.025280
0.172550
0.014307
PWEM 0.311297
0.000006
0.445457
0.000000
WESM 0.011195
0.874355
0.242937
0.000511
WESW -0.141370
0.044763
0.065574
0.355037
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LTQ15*  LTQ10K
WESC 0.104982 0.194942
0.137111 0.005551
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Perm ission  Agreement 
Addendum
October 12. 1998
Annette Bookter 
5422 Asphodel Dr.
Baton Rouge. LA 70806-3550
Dear Annette Bookter
Tn response to your request of October 1.1998. upon tcceipt by Consulting Psychologists Press. 
Inc. of this signed letter and payment of Permission Fees, permission will be granted for the 
reproduction of 300 additional copies of the modified version of the Work Envirnanwnt Scale 
(WES) for which permission was granted under the Permission Agreement issued February 17. 
1998. Permission Number 11492. The lamination date of the aforementioned Permission 
' Agreement will also be extended through December 31.1998. Please remit by November 19, 
1998. the Permission Fee of S280.00 reproduction fee 530.00 processing fee » S310.00. along 
with this signed later.
This letter constitutes a part of the Permission Agreement between Annette Bookter and 
Consulting Psychologists Press. Inc. This letter dated October 12. 1998 is attached as a rider to 
the Permission Agreement dated February 17. 1998.
Consulting Psychologists Press. Inc . I ag ree  to  th e  a b o v e  Conditions:
3. i .v By
A na 3ishoo. Permissions Editor A nnette Bookter
i/CairrCfa C. 1235.
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ACADEMIC
PRESS
Much 10. 1998
Ujtknus
uJ*'"' >C* fVw*
(>Un*lo. PL 
Tci ■*>*• w*-:ow 
?**
Ms. Annette Irving Bookter 
Doctoral Program/VOED 
Louisiana State University 
5422 Asphodel Drive 
Baton Rouge, LA 70806-3550
Re: Mastery Scale is  Samnan, Melvin, “Alienation and Anomie”, Chpt. 7, pp 304-306
r- M— nf PUrmneKiv and S o c ia l  ."svcftafankni AltitMdaa. Vehmw t in 
Measnraa of Social Mythological Attitudaa Sariaa, edited by John P. Robinson, 
Phillip R. Shaver, and Lawrence S. WtlghUman
Dear Sir/Madam:
PERMISSION GRANTED to include the 7-item Mastery Scale Cram our above-referenced 
publication in your dissertation research project, provided that 1) complete credit is given to 
the source, including the Academic Press copyright notice; *2) the material to be used has 
appeared in our publication without credit or acknowledgment to another source and 3) if 
commercial publication should result, you must contact Academic Press again.
•We have no objection to the use of the above material as it appears in our book and give 
complete credit to the source. However, this material has bom adaptad from the Journal 
or Health and Social Behavior, a source other than Academic Press. It may be necamary 
to contact the original copyright holder directly for permission. For your convenience, 
we have provided you with the journal contact information.
Optional: You may wish to indicate our web site address: http://www.apnet.com.
Vr'c realize that University of Microfilms must have permission to sell copies of your 
dissertation, and we agree to this. However, we must point out that we are not giving 
permission for separate sale of your article. ? ^
/  i f + L  ■■Ls' '  f ' ' - i s ______
Ana D. Merced 
Paralegal Department 
Academic Press - Permissions 
407 345 3994 (tel.)
407 345 4058 (fax) 
amerced® harcourtbnce.com
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^ CBnaraitCiiEMELEiflBiflnp.____ • M uttCM
>Cn^M r<M IM  - Ttk •m i  aia-aas-T jie < n u n uOaatteeiM sHa»
*oawr Pax Note 7»T1___________S a B d L L S * *
y g a g a ^ s g s » t t a r 'T ,^ , ' ^ , T ^ a
;*aavy2I- 159*
v j. A iom  Boofcar 
M22 Ajptodd 0r.ve 
Boon Rout*. LA ’01W.3JJ0
Dear V*. Bootacr.
Thu tear is la i«up«itMU your request ta us* KEYS scales in your raaaarct. Specifically, yoc
te  hava e «  pamiMian u  vm me KBV5 Malta, Sapsviaon^ EaaettiacBM«t«d Wodc OtwiQ Sup^orL 3i
their •atirety. in ya& nutrch, as requested la your amended proposal dated
However, the* ar» • cotml* of ^ aastioea I had the wart aoteiciSad to y o u  \ -~26 t u .  Fiat. I am 
assuming Bat you wifi raprodbca t e  Idas *aa j  oa need k  t o  iam m tex  you aic ccawmctio^ rater 
chan using KEYS 5x3* to coiUadacdaaa catena two scaiae. Y a In aa email I go* tern  SiNia 5 wigan. a 
^peaiod to t  you wart using KEYS focoosio collect t o  daa ( to  said yaaakaadly had to  Ideas)
ra fiip a  Tfl-*s mlmn Iriaann 1 t m r t f p r  m n m f f m a l  rr* * 1  V uit d n r -------------   m im l-T r
•coring of ttoose by ustecl'd  need to cover with you. On to  o te r hand, if you are bnefidaagto reproduce 
tbs puma you wiQ aaad. you will aaad kslbrmatiao on scoring (sad perhaps which itsn t comprise these 
ica!e*i. W# ua  fit thee tc jot: if you oeaed it- Pkasc let a*  know.
Sc* of luck with your dissertation!
Sincaraiy,
ZXm V a  Velw. PhD.
Research Scientist
cc: Taraaa Araablle, Ph.D. 
Ka.*wd Buaicau School
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